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United  States  Statutes  at  Larga 


1700,  May  aO«  paymMterfl 100 

1796,  July  16,  paymasterd 100 

1802,  March  16,  paymasters 100 

1816,  April  24,  paymasters 101 

1832.  June  7,  declarations 106 

1888,  July  7,  declarations 106 

1844,  April  30  (sec.  4784),  paymasters 102 

1847,  March  3,  iMiymasters 100 

1848,  Angnst  11,  rate  (widows) 884 

1866,  March  8,  bounty  land 872 

1866,  September  28,  service 162 

1862,  February    4,   disloyalty— dropping 

from  roll 19 

1862,  March  26: 

Missouri  miUtia 618.626 

Service 846 

1862,  July  12  (12  SUt.  L.,  623),  Hawkins 

Taylor  Commission 66 

1862,  July  14: 

Declaration 106 

Election 118 

1863,  January  1  (proclamation),  emanciixt- 
tion 219 

1863,  March  3,  paymaster 108 

1866,  July  26  (sec.  4608),  paymasters 104 

1870,  July  8,  i>ayment  of  pension  to  pen- 
sioner    46 

1879,  March  8,  limitation 187 

1879,  June  21,  biennial  examinations 208 

1882,  July  26,  examining  surgeons 166 

1882,  July  26  (sec.  4),  examining  surgeons.  831 

1882,  August  7,  marriage 378 

1882,  August  7  (sec.  2),  marriage 466 

1882,  August  7: 

Marriage  of  slave  parents 341 

Pensioners  in  Soldiers*  Home 47 

Remarriage 213 

Widow's  pension 386,400 

1882,  August  8  (amended  sec.  4766,  B.  S.), 
imprisoned  pensioner 87 

1883,  March  3,  rate 17 

1884,  July  4,  fees 13,182,272 

1886.  August  4: 

Amputations 150 

Specific  diaabiUty 101 

1887,  January  20: 

Service 844 

Service  in  Mexican  war 106 

1880,  March  1,  accrued  pension  51 

1880,March  2  (sec.  8),  deserter. 117 

1800,  March  4,  aid  and  attendance— rate ...  17 
1800,  June  27: 

Amended  declaration 482 

Attorneyship 460 

Commencement 324,368 

Declarations 30, 

1!j2,  204. 329, 334. 413, 454, 263. 366, 480 

DecliWBtioDB,  increase 343 
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1800,  June  27— Continued. 

Declarations— insane  persons. 

Declarations— signature 

DejMndence 

(Sec.  1),  dejMndenoe .f 

Dependent  parents 

Dependenceofwidow.  107, 366, 357, 428,446 

Desertion 50,316 

Desertion— widow  *s  claim 82 
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Election 959 

Election,  sec.  4715,  B.  S IIB 

Father 464 

Helpless  minor 306,420,416 

(Sec.  8),  helpless  minors 62,142 

Increase SIS 

Marriage 601 

Minor 27 

Minor  (commencement ) 887 

Minors— declarations 407 

Minor's  pension 280,418 

Missouri  militia 618 

No  benefit— fee 141 

Pilots— service 635 

Practice 251 

Bate 484 
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tions       840 

Beimbursement 814,337 
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Bemarriage 187 

Section  4708 82 

Section  4706 23 

(Sec.  2),  service,  length  of 337 

(Sec.  3),  service  as  additional  pay- 
master       00 

(Sec    2),    service— civilian    em- 
ployees  94,06 

Service  of  ninety  days 67 

Special  act— legitimacy 86 

1800,  July  1,  declarations 108 

1800,  August  20,  retired  ofiloers 881 

1800,  September  1  (joint  resolution),  dec- 
larations      108 

1801 ,  February  10,  embezzlement 401 

1801.  March  8: 

PoweirsbattaUon 346 

Betired  officers 881 

1882,  July  14,  rate— periodical  aid  and  at- 
tendance   17.83 

1892,  July  26,  declarations 108 
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Service— travel  pay 67, 140, 872 
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1«8,  August  1,  disloyalty 416 

lise,  Angost  5,  army  nurses 500 

1898,  January  5: 

Increase 415,488 

Increasie— Mexican  war 229 

1883,  December  21,  notice  of  dropping  .63, 147. 458 

1884,  July  14,  medical  examinations 228 

1805,  February  15,  Missouri  mUitia 518,  HOSi 

1885,  March  2: 

Accrued  pension..  51,226,293,407,438,488 


1896,  March  2— Continued.  Page. 

Examining  surgeons  rating 83 

Medical  examinations 637 

Rate 246 

Reimbursement 484 

1886,  March  6: 

Commencement 368,405 

Declarations— commencement  ...      154 

1886,  March  13: 

Appeal— practice 248 

Presumption  of  death 175 


Sections  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States. 


1184.  Paymasters 100 

1612,  Militia 620 

1©1.  Travel  pay— service 150 

1651  Travel  pay— service 150 

3*33.  Service— act  June  27, 1880 67 

3480.  Bounty  land— disloyalty 163 

4086.  Dishonorable  discharge 321 

46Ba  Dishonorable  discharge 331 

4083.  Militia 522.623.524 

4eBa  Muster 434 

4683.  Service 57.421 

4eSB.  Service— pilot 233 

468&  Service  as  additional  paymaster 1(H 

4685.  Service-pilot 233 

4685.  Rate 16,17 

4686.  Rank 398 

4688^.  Commencement  of  pension 191,198 

4698*.  Increase 344 

470L  Service,  expiration  of 161 

4702.  Dishonorable  discharge 321 

4TtB.  Minor's  pension 111,418 

4708.  Rate ." 16 

4708.  Widow's  pension 409 

47ati  Act  June  27, 1890 32 

470a  Pee 272 

4704.  Legitimacy 85 

4705.  Marriage 284,320 

4705.  Marriage— act  June  27, 1890 22 

4705.  Marriage  of  slaves 341,402.466 

4705.  Marriage  of  slave  parents— legiti- 
macy       340 


4706. 
4707. 
4707. 
4707. 
4707. 
4712. 
4714. 
4715. 
4715. 
4716. 
4716. 
4718. 
4719. 
4719. 
4720. 
4722. 
4?i4. 
47:^. 
4728. 
4?i9. 

4rao. 
4rji. 

4732. 

4747. 
4766. 
4766. 
4785. 
4786. 
4813. 
5486. 


Abandonment  of  minors 

Dependence 

Dependent  sisters  and  brothers. 
Dependence — slaves 


42 

10 

18 

218 

Minors— limitation 137 

Rate 16 

Declarations 38,108 

Election 350 

Election— act  June  27, 1890 118 

Disloyalty 39,58,77,308,326.423 

Disloyalty— Missouri  State  Quards.     254 

Accrued  pension 40, 113, 130, 238, 407 

Dropping 381 

Restoration 2JKJ 

Pensioners  in  Soldiers'  Home 47 

Missouri  miUtia 518,528 

Paymasters 102 

Retired  officers ^ 380,382 

Widow's  pension 382,385 

Widow's  pension 383,286 

Rate 16 

Rate Itt 

Death  cause 212 

Pensioners 401 

Imprisoned  pensioner 87 

Payment  of  pension 401 

Fee 13 

Pees 182 

Navy  Hospital 44 

Embezzlement 401 


State  Statutes. 


Arkansas  (February  6,  1867),  slave  mar- 
riage        392 

Iowa.  Code,  sec.  197,  sub.  1 136 

K«»ntucky  (February  14, 1866),  marriage. .      465 
Maryland,  act  1715,  ch.  44,  sec.  24,  mar- 
riage        25 

Minnesota,  Stats.  L.,  title  1,  ch.  28,  sec.  17, 

pauper  burial 41 

Nebraska,  Comp.  Stats.,  chap.  25,  sec.  10, 
divorce  and  alimony 3 
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Nebraska,  Comp.  Stats.,  Civil  Code,  sees. 
66, 71,  n,  79, 110,  pleading 3 

South  Carolina  (March  12,  1872),  slave 
marriage 363 

Tennessee,  Code  of,  sec.  3293,  second  mar- 
riages        '49 

Tennessee  (May  26, 18(i6),  marriage  of  col- 
ored persons 250 

Virginia  ( February  27, 1866),  marriage  of 
colored  persons 213 


DECISIONS  RELATING  TO  PENSIONS. 


jurisl>iction-notick  by  publicatiox— voil>  decree. 

Josephine  G.  Boyd. 

1.  Where  it  appears  from  inspei'tion  of  the  lecoixl  that  the  defenclant  at  the  time  of  the 

alleged  aervice  upon  her  was  beyond  the  reach  of  the  process  of  the  court,  and  that 
i  service  upon  such  defendant  was  made  by  pablication,  it  must  appear  that  the 

I  requirements  of  the  statute  authorizing  service  by  publication  have  been  strictly 

*  oomplied  with. 

2.  The  statute  of  Nebraska  which  requires  that  publication  must  be  made  for  four 
ooDsecutive  weeks  and  must  notify  the  person  or  persons  thus  to  be  served  when 
they  are  required  to  answer,  and  which  provides  that  the  answer  or  demurrer  to  the 
plaintiff's  petition  must  be  filed  on  or  before  the  third  Monday  after  the  return  day 
of  the  summons  or  publication  of  the  notice,  is  not  complied  with  where  the  notice, 
which  was  published  for  the  first  time  on  October  '2,  18H6,  notified  the  defendant 
that  she  was  ^'  re<iuired  to  answer  said  petition  on  or  l)efore  Monday,  the  18th  day  of 
October,  A.  D.  1)^%';"  and  such  notice  conferred  no  jurisdiction  on  the  court  over 
the  defendant,  or  the  subject-matter  of  the  suit. 

3.  A  divorce  decreed  against  a  nonresident  defendant  in  said  State  with  no  other  notice 
than  thus  stated,  in  prooeedings  where  no  appearance  was  nuide,  is  void;  and 

4.  In  such  a  case  the  rejection  of  a  widow's  claim  for  pension  on  the  ground  that  she 
was  not  the  legal  widow  of  soldier,  because  he  was  divorced  from  her  by  such  decrci-. 
was  error. 

Amdant    Secrdunj   John    M.    Reynolds    to    the  Commutsioner    of  Penaion^, 

June  29,  1896. 

On  the  14th  of  October,  1891,  appellant  filed  a  claim  for  pension  (No. 
529,044),  under  the  third  section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  as  the 
widow  of  John  Boyd,  deceased,  late  captain  of  Company  F,  One  hun- 
dred and  twenty-third  Pennsylvania  Volunteer  Infantry.  Said  claim 
was  rejected  February  1,  1892,  on  the  groimd  that  claimant  was  not 
the  legal  widow  of  soldier,  he  having  obtained  a  divorce  from  her 
November  19,  1886. 

Thereupon  claimant,  on  the  23d  day  of  March,  1894,  filed  her  peti- 
tion in  the  Adams  County,  Nebr.,  District  Court,  praying  that  said 
court  set  aside  its  former  decree  made  therein  granting  a  divorce  to 
said  John  Boyd,  whereupon  the  court  on  the  same  day  rendered  judg- 
ment setting  aside  its  former  decree  in  which  it  found  that,  at  the  time 
the  former  decree  in  said  cause  was  entered  the  court  u^v^t  ob^Sdm^^i 
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or  had;  at  any  time,  jorisdiction  of  the  subject-matter  of  said  suit  nor 
of  the  parties  thereto,  and  that  the  decree  rendered  therein  was  without 
jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter  or  the  parties  thereto,  and  was  null 
and  void  and  without  force  and  effect.  Thereupon  claimant  renewed 
her  application  for  pension  and  filed  a  copy  of  the  proceedings  and 
decree  in  said  case  showing  that  she  was  the  legal  widow  of  John  Boyd, 
the  soldier. 

January  5,  1895,  her  claim  was  again  rejected  on  the  opinion  of 
the  assistant  chief  of  the  Law  Division  of  your  Bureau,  on  the  ground 
that  she  '^  was  not  the  legal  widow  of  the  soldier,  he  haying  been 
divorced  from  her  November  19,  1886 ;  that  the  decree  setting  aside 
the  divorce  could  not  be  admitted  to  contradict  the  former  decree,  and 
that  the  decree  of  divorce  appearing  to  have  been  regularly  granted  was 
not  shown  to  be  invalid  or  void  and  necessarily  bars  the  claimant  from 
pension  as  widow  of  said  soldier." 

From  this  action  an  appeal  is  taken,  wherein  it  is  contended  that  the 
decree  of  divorce  granted  said  soldier  in  1886  was  null  and  void,  and 
that  the  court  having  subsequently  so  decreed,  the  court  having  no 
jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter  of  the  suit  or  of  the  parties  thereto, 
the  same  could  not  be  reviewed  by  the  Commissioner. 

The  opinion  upon  which  the  rejection  of  the  claim  was  based  dis- 
cussed principally  the  right  to  reopen  and  set  aside  a  decree  of  divorce. 

While  the  Supreme  Court  of  Nebraska  has  held  that  courts  of  general 
jurisdiction  have  the  power  to  set  aside  decrees  of  divorce,  when 
obtained  by  fraud,  after  the  term  at  which  the  decree  was  granted 
(Wisdom  V.  Wisdom,  24  Neb.,  551),  it  is  not  necessary  to  consider 
that  question  in  this  case,  as  for  other  reasons  the  rejection  of  the 
widow's  claim  on  the  ground  stated  can  not  be  sustained. 

In  the  case  of  Nancy  E.  Scott  (6  P.  D.,  186),  it  was  held  by  Assistant 
Secretary  Bussey  that — 

1.  Whenever  it  appears,  from  inspection  of  the  reoord  or  by  evidence  outside  of  the 
record,  that  the  defendants  were,  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  service  upon  them,  beyond 
the  reat'h  of  the  process  of  the  court,  the  presumption  of  jurisdiction  ceases  and  the 
burden  of  establishing  jarisdiction  over  them  is  thrown  upon  the  party  who  invokes  the 
benefits  of  the  court's  judgments  and  decrees. 

Also  that — 

2.  A  decree  whioh  on  its  face  shows  neither  the  defendant's  appearance  nor  statutory 
service  on  him  will  not  be  accepted  in  a  pension  case  to  prove  the  dissolution  of  a  mar- 
riage, such  decree  being  void  for  want  of  jurisdiction  by  the  court  rendering  the  same 
over  the  person  of  the  defendant. 

A  transcript  of  the  proceedings  in  the  divorce  case,  wherein  a  decree 
divorcing  soldier  was  entered,  is  filed  in  this  case,  on  the  fa<^  of  which 
neither  the  defendant's  appearance  nor  statutory  service  on  her  is  shown, 
and  the  decree  rendered  in  said  proceeding  was  null  and  void. 
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Section  10,  chapter  25,  title  "  Divorce  and  Alimony,"  compiled  stat- 
ites  of  Nebraska,  provides  that,  "  when  personal  service  can  not  be  had, 
ervice  by  publication  may  be  made  as  is  provided  by  law  in  other  civil 
ases  under  the  code  of  civil  procedure." 

Section  77,  of  the  code  of  civil  procedure,  provides  in  what  cases 
«rvice  by  publication  may  be  made.  Section  79  provides  that  publica- 
tion must  be  made  for  four  consecutive  weeks ;  that  it  must  contain  a 
nummary  statement  of  the  object  and  prayer  of  the  petition,  mention 
&e  court  wherein  it  is  filed,  and  notify  the  person  or  persons  thus  to 
be  served  when  they  are  required  to  answer. 

Section  80  provides  that  service  shall  be  complete  when  it  shall  have 
been  made  in  the  manner  and  for  the  time  prescribed  in  the  preceding 
section. 

Section  66  provides  that  a  summons  shall  be  returnable  on  the  second 
Monday  after  the  day  of  its  date,  except  in  certain  cases  not  necessary 
to  consider  in  this  case. 

Section  71  provides  that  the  summons  must  be  returned  at  the  time 
stated  therein. 

Section  110  provides  that  the  answer  or  demurrer  of  the  defendant 
shall  be  filed  on  or  before  the  third  Monday,  and  the  reply  or  demurrer 
of  the  plaintifi*  on  or  before  the  fifth  Monday  after  the  return  day  of 
the  summons  or  service  by  publication. 

So,  under  the  statute  the  defendant  is  required  to  answer  or  demur 
to  plaintifiTs  petition  on  or  before  the  third  Monday  after  the  fourth 
publication  of  the  notice ;  and  then  section  79  requires  the  notice  to 
state  such  time  when  the  answer  and  demurrer  was  required  by  the 
statute  to  be  filed. 

The  notice  published  in  the  original  divorce  proceedings  notified  the 
lefendant  (this  claimant)  she  was  '^  required  to  answer  the  petition  on 
)r  before  Monday,  the  18th  day  of  October,  A.  D.  1886,  and  the  proof 
if  publication  shows  that  said  notice  was  first  published  ^^on  the  2d 
[ay  of  October,  1886.'' 

The  court  on  the  19th  day  of  November,  1886,  rendered  a  decree 
livorcing  soldier  from  claimant,  in  which,  among  other  things,  it  found 
that  due  notice  by  publication  has  been  given  defendant  as  by  law 
rovided." 

The  case  of  Atkins  v.  Atkins  (9  Neb.,  191),  decided  at  the  July  term, 
879,  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Nebraska,  is  nearly  identical  with  this 

ase. 

In  that  case  service  was  had  by  publication,  and  the  published  notice 
otified  the  defendant  that  unless  she  should  appear  and  answer  the 
laintiflTs  petition  on  or  before  the  third  Monday  after  August  29  (1873), 
aid  petition  would  be  taken  as  true. 

The  first  publication  of  the  notice  was  on  the  15t\v  o?  Kugoat,  \&1^. 
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On  the  Gth  of  November,  1873,  a  decree  was  ^tered  divoremg  the 
parties,  in  which  the  court  found  '^  that  due  notice  of  the  filing  and 
pendency  of  this  petition  was  given  to  the  said  defendant  according  to 
law.-'  On  the  29th  of  May,  1878,  the  defendant  filed  a  motion  to  open, 
vacate,  and  set  aside  the  judgment  theretofore  rendered  on  the  groand 
that  the  affidavit  for  publication  was  defective,  and  the  service  by  pub- 
lication was  not  sufficient  to  give  the  court  jurisdiction,  assigning  amoo^ 
other  reasons  that  the  "  notice  did  not  notify  the  defendant  when  to 
appear  and  answer,  as  she  could  not  have  been  required  to  answer 
before  the  29th  day  of  September,  1873." 
On  the  21st  of  June,  1878,  the  court  rendered  judgment,  holding — 

That  upon  the  record  there  has  never  been  jurisdiction  acquired  by  the  court  of  tlie 
subject-matter,  or  the  person  or  marriage  status  of  the  defendant  to  render  such  deoret. 
because  of  the  defect  of  an  aflidavit  for  service  by  publication  as  well  as  the  insaffident 
publication  notice  and  publication  of  the  notice,  and  that  no  decree  or  judgment  in  any  my 
concluding  or  affecting  the  rights  of  the  defendant  has  been  made  with  any  jurisdiction 
so  to  do.  And  that  the  decree  herein  entered  of  record  ought  not  to  be  or  remain  of 
record  or  held  to  be  valid.  And  thereupon  the  motion  of  the  defendant  as  amended  and 
\i\st  filed  is  sustained,  and  the  decree  and  judgment  herein  recorded  and  entered  the  6lh 
day  of  November,  A.  D.  1873,  is  annulled,  set  aside,  and  ordered  to  be  canoeled  aod 
held  for  naught. 

The  plaintiff  prosecuted  a  writ  of  error  in  the  Supreme  Ck>urt  and 
the  court  sustained  said  judgment  setting  aside  the  former  decree. 

Maxwell,  C.  J.,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  courts  cited  Star- 
bruck  V.  Murray  (5  Wend.,  148),  and  Harris  v,  Hardeman  (14  How.. 
336),  and  said : 

Whatever  the  rule  may  be  as  to  judgments,  where  the  mode  of  service  is  not  set  ont 
in  the  record,  it  has  no  application  to  cases  of  constructive  service.  In  saeh  cases  aU  the 
material  reciuirements  of  the  statute  must  appear  on  the  face  of  the  record  to  render  the 
judgment  valid.  (Hallet  v.  Righters,  13  How.  pr.,  43;  Boyland  v,  Boyland,  18  111.. 
r)52;  Bromfield  v.  Dyer,  7  Bush,  505.)  The  reason  is  that  the  process  of  the  court  can 
not  lawfully  extend  beyond  the  limits  of  the  State  into  another  jurisdiction;  tbeiefoiY. 
unless  the  record  shows  an  appearance  of  the  defendant,  it  roust  show  how  the  jurisdic- 
tion was  acquired. 

Statutes  providing  for  giving  notice  by  publication  are  in  derogation 
of  common  law,  and  all  the  statutory  provisions  must  be  followed 
strictly.  (Atkins  v,  Atkins,  9  Neb.,  200;  Am.  and  Eng.  Enoy.  of  Law, 
16,  p.  817,  citing  Allen  v.  Bankston,  33  Ark.,  740;  Guise  v.  Earley,  72 
Iowa,  283,  etc.) 

The  Nebraska  statute  requires  that  the  notice  must  notify  the  per- 
sons to  be  served  when  they  are  required  to  answer,  and  the  time  required 
to  answer  is  the  third  Monday  after  the  return  day  of  the  summons  or 
the  publication  of  the  notice,  which  must  be  the  third  Monday  after  the 
fourth  weekly  publication ;  if,  however,  a  summons  served  by  publica- 
tion required  the  defendant  to  answer  in  a  shorter  time  than  the  law 
requires,  the  summons  may  be  amended  and  publication  continued  iu 
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its  amended  form.  (Am.  and  Eng.  Ency.  of  Law,  16,  816,  citing  Grib- 
bon  V,  Freel,93  N.  Y.,93,  and  Diemel  v,  Sheneland,  9  K  Y.,Supp.482.) 
In  this  ease  the  defect  was  not  cared  by  such  amendment  and  further 
publication. 

A  court  must  have  jurisdiction  of  the  i)artieB  or  its  judgment  or 

decree  will  be  a  nullity,  and  it  makes  no  difference  where  the  judgment 

is  set  up.     (Gray  v.  Lorrimore,  4  Saw.,  639;  Lincoln  v.  Tower,  2  McL., 

473.)    Such  decree  is  void,  not  voidable.     (Fisher  v.  Hardin,  1  Pain,  55.) 

The  defect  in  the  published  notice  requiring  the  defendant  (claimant 

here)  to  answer  on  a  day  prior  to  the  completion  of  the  publication  was 

fatal  and  did  not  give  the  court  jurisdiction  either  over  the  parties  to 

OT  the  subject-matter  of  the  suit.    The  decree  rendered  in  said  divorce 

proceeding  was,  therefore,  absolutely  void  and  of  no  effect.     Whether 

the  proceedings  to  set  aside  said  decree  were  regular  or  not  makes  no 

difference,  as  such  decree,  as  appears  on  the  fkce  of  the  record,  is  null 

and  void,  and  could  not  be  competent  evidence  in  this  pension  claim 

nor  in  any  otiier  case,  whether  set  aside  by  a  court  or  not.    It  never 

was  of  any  force  or  effect. 

For  the  forgoing  reasons  your  action  rejecting  appellant's  claim  on 
the  gronnds  stated  must  be  reversed,  and  you  will  adjudicate  the  case 
in  harmony  with  the  views  herein  expressed. 


KBS  Jin>ICATA-«TARI!:  DECISIS-BBCONSIDBRATION. 

Mary  E.  EASTKinaE  (widow). 

Neither  tiie  doctrine  of  lee  judicata  nor  stare  decisis  is  strictly  applicable  to  pension  oase*), 
and  when  adopted  by  the  Department  simply  becomes  a  rule  which  each  adminis- 
tration prescribes  for  itself  as  a  matter  of  policy  or  oonvenienoe,  and  may  be  waived, 
suspended,  or  ignored,  as  justice,  policy,  or  convenience  requires. 

Amstatit    Secretary  John    M,   Reynolds   to    the    Chmmissioner   of  PemwiUy 

April  18,  18H. 

The  soldier,  John  W.  Eastridge,  late  of  Company  C,  Fifth  Missouri 
State  Militia  Cavalry,  filed  a  declaration  for  pension  April  28,  1879, 
ailing  as  a  disabling  cause  chronic  diarrhea,  contracted  in  the  service 
and  line  of  duty  in  July,  1862.  He  died  January  8,  1881.  Thereupon 
the  above-named  claimant  filed  her  claim  for  pension  as  the  widow  of 
said  deceased  soldier.  Her  claim,  and  the  invalid  claim,  were  allowed 
in  March,  1886  (Inv.  Cert.  No.  324,727  and  Wid.  Cert.  No.  221,720), 
chronic  diarrhea  having  been  accepted  as  the  cause  of  death. 

The  rate  of  pension  allowed  in  the  invalid  claim  was  82  per  month, 
and  the  amount  bo  allowed  from  October  2, 1862,  date  ot  fto\ft\ct'*«»  ^\^ 
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charge  from  service,  to  date  of  death,  January  8, 1881,  was  paid  to  his 
widow,  the  appellant  herein. 

June  13,  1888,  appellant  filed  an  application  for  rerating,  which, 
together  with  the  evidence  in  the  invalid  claim,  was  referred  to  the 
Medical  Referee  of  your  Bureau,  and  upon  that  officer's  opinion  the 
claim  for  rerating  was  allowed,  and  the  rate  fixed  at  $2  per  month 
from  discharge  to  August  15, 1880,  and  $8  per  month  thereafter  to  date 
of  soldier's  death,  his  name  having  been  restored  to  the  rolls  for  that 
purpose,  and  the  pension  thus  allowed  paid  to  appellant. 

From  this  action  an  appeal  was  taken  wherein  it  was  contended  that 
the  degree  of  disability  shown  in  the  invalid  claim,  from  discharge  to 
August  15, 1880,  was  fully  one-half  as  much  as  the  total  for  loss  of  a 
hand  or  a  foot. 

The  action  of  the  Bureau  was  affirmed  January  15, 1889,  whereupon 
claimant  filed  additional  affidavits,  which  were  merely  cumulative,  in 
which  affiants  gave  it  as  their  opinion  that  soldier  was  disabled  in  a 
degree  entitling  him  to  a  higher  rating,  and  were  not  deemed  sufficient 
to  justify  your  Bureau  in  again  opening  said  claim  and  rerating  the 
pension. 

This  appeal  involves  the  correctness  of  the  action  of  the  Bureau 
refusing  to  reconsider  the  application  for  rerating,  or  to  again  rerate 
appellant's  husband's  pension. 

Aside  from  the  sufficiency  of  these  affidavits,  it  is  the  well-settled 
rule,  established  by  a  long  line  of  departmental  decisions,  that  in  cases 
of  nonspecific  disability,  the  ratings  fixed  at  the  date  of  the  certificate 
and  based  upon  contemporaneous  medical  examinations,  will  not  be 
disturbed  on  account  of  difierences  of  opinion  that  may  subsequently 
arise  upon  an  application  for  rerating.  (John  Holt,  4  P.  D.,  240; 
Noah  N.  Tyner,  1  P.  D.,  21;  Morgan  Gordon,  1  P.  D.,  188;  Edward 
A.  Colnor,  2  P.  D.,  21;  John  H.  Gleason,  2  P.  D.,  106;  Wallace 
G.  Bone,  2  P.  D.,  310;  George  S.  Newton,  2  P.  D.,  144;  Chambers 
C.  Mullin,  2  P.  D.,  18;  Simeon  White,  2  P.  D.,  210;  James  Scanlin, 
2  P.  D.,  148;  Isaac  Sell,  2  P.  D.,  172;  John  Houck,  3  P.  D.,  176; 
Sarah  A.  Adam,  5  P.  D.,  154;  Andrew  Stranahan,  5  P.  D.,  199; 
George  W.  Payne,  6  P.  D.,  245;  Thomas  A.  Harris,  7  P.  D.,  50.) 

As  was  stated  in  the  case  of  Bimey  Hoyt  (1  P.  D.,  70,  text  73-4): 

It  has,  so  far  as  I  am  able  to  learn,  always  been  a  mle  of  this  Department  not  to 
reopen  and  readjudicate  claims  which  have  long  been  settled,  except  it  appear  that 
such  old  adjudication  was  so  inconsistent  with  the  facts  in  the  case  as  to  bring  it  within 
the  category  of  manifest  error  or  mistake. 

Secretary  Schurz,  in  a  decision  rendered  January  2,  1878,  in  the  case  of  William  B. 
(Foster  vol.  4,  p.  405,  Department  Kecords  in  Pension  Appeals),  announced  the  principle 
that  the  mle  of  the  Department  prohibits  readjudicatiou  of  a  question  once  determined, 
except  on  the  production  of  new  and  important  evidence ;  that  wlien  the  question  of 
disability  is  involved,  it  having  been  once  determined  upon  certificate  of  medical 
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I  prior  to  the  original  adjudication,  imporiaut  testimony  within  the  rule 
nmished  in  such  case,  and  the  reopening  of  cases  settled  for  years  can  not 
on  the  mere  averment  of  an  error  having  been  committed.  (Digest  of 
re  and  Decisions,  1885,  p.  420.) 

Teller,  in  the  case  of  James  S.  Coleman,  decided  by  him  June  13,  1884 
239,  Department  Beoofds  in  Pension  Appeals),  used  the  following  language: 

\  of  the  Department  in  regard  to  the  matter  of  rerating  have  been  frequently 
laas  uniformly  refused  to  disturb  an  adjudication  of  a  claim  by  a  former 
on  except  upon  the  most  conclusive  evidence  that  an  error  has  been  com- 
ben  the  question  as  to  the  propriety  of  a  given  rating  is  one  of  judgment, 
mding  upon  the  weight  of  the  evidence,  it  will  not  allow  the  opinion  of 
'ertum  the  opinion  of  yesterday;  otherwise  cases  would  never  be  settled, 
he  incorrectness  of  the  former  action  is  so  manifest,  upon  a  review  of  the 
at  it  is  not  a  matter  of  dispute,  the  Department  will  not  refuse  to  do  justice 
error  is  of  long  standing,  and  has  been  sanctioned  by  a  subsequent  action. 

retty  nearly,  if  not  quite,  the  application  of  the  doctrine  of  res  judicata  to 
ms  long  previously  adjusted  and  settled.  It  is  true  the  pension  law  is  a 
w  and,  as  such,  is  not  to  be  construed  iu  a  technical  or  illiberal  manner,  or 
feat  its  spirit  and  purpose  in  an  effort  to  follow  its  letter  and  apply  the 
irpretation  to  its  language  ;  but,  on  the  other  hand,  it  must  be  so  adminis- 
xtend  its  benefits  as  exi)editiously  as  possible  to  the  many  who  are  entitled 

old  cases,  long  since  adjudicated  by  previous  administrations,  to  be 
considered,  and  readjusted  on  the  mere  allegation  of  the  pensioners  that 
tit  had  not  been  given  to  the  evidence  in  its  original  adjudication,  would  be 

II  that  had  been  done  through  a  period  of  twenty  years  at  least,  and  would, 
g  and  absorbing  the  time  and  attention  of  the  Pensiop  Office  and  of  the 
,  work  great  injustice  to  claimants  who  have  never  yet  received  any  pension, 
■e  anxiously  awaiting  an  adjudication  of  their  pending  claims.  While 
ery  rule  of  good  practice  and  correct  administration,  it  would  lead  to  a 
nfusion  which  would  be  very  embarrassing  to  the  Pension  Office  and  this 
,  as  well  as  unsatisfactory  and  distasteful  to  the  country. 

ie  may  be  so  reopened,  then  may  the  two  hundred  and  fifty  thousand,  or 
of  adjudicated  invalid  claims  be  reopened  and  reconsidered  because  the 
each  case  thinks  he  has  not  gotten  the  rating  to  which  his  disability  and 
furnished  by  him  would  justify. 

usion  on  this  point  then  is,  that  old  adjudicated  cases,  such  as  Mr.  Hoyt'S, 
«  reopened,  unless  it  is  manifest  upon  the  face  of  the  record  that  injiLstice 
le.  It  should  not  be  upon  a  possible  difference  of  opinion  as  to  the  weight 
for  iu  that  respect  there  might  be  room  for  honest  difference  of  opinion  in 
f  the  hundreds  of  thousands  of  adjudicated  claims.  The  error  must  be 
as  is  palpable — one  which  all  fair  minds  would  unite  in  calling  error  —  in 
or  which  could  properly  be  termed  a  mistake. 

yt  case  was  cited  and  approved  in  the  case  of  Samuel  Ward- 
^  D.,  266.) 

jhe  doctrine  of  res  judicata  and  stare  decisis  is  not  strictly 
I  to  claims  involving  the  title  to  pensions  or  increase  or 
)f  rates,  so  long  as  claimant,  or  pensioner,  survives,  the  right 
larties  being  involved,  yet  as  was  said  by  Judge  Cox  in  the 
ong  V.  The  Commissioner  of  Pensions,  decided  February  28, 
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There  is  no  statute  which  excludes  the  right  of  an  ezecutive  officer  to  review  the 
action  of  his  predecessor  in  any  unsettled  or  inchoate  matter.     *    *    *    The  doctrine  of 
stare  decisis  is  simply  a  rule  which  each  administration  prescribes  for  itsielf,  tsithoat 
being  constrained  to  do  so  by  any  statute  or  general  principle  of  law,  but  simply  as  a 
matter  of  policy  or  convenience.    *    »    *    i  infer  that  it  has  been  the  usa^  of  the 
I>ex>artment  of  the  Interior  not  to  apply  the  doctrine  of  res  judicata  to  the  rating  of  a 
pensioner,  and  in  the  absence  of  statutory  provisions  I  should  oonsider  this  usage  the 
controlling  authority  on  the  subject.     I  think,  however,  that  it  also  has  the  support  of 
statute  law.     ^    *    *    No  title  passes  by  the  adrntasion  of  an  applicant  to  the  pension 
roll  as  in  the  case  of  a  patent  to  land,  which  can  not  be  recalled.     Pensions  arc  the 
bounties  of  the  Government  which  Congress  has  the  right  to  give,  withhold,  or  recall 
at  its  discretion.     *    *    *    It  is  the  duty  of  the  officers  of  the  Government  to  see  that 
its  bounliy  is  not  abused.     It  is  the  duty  of  the  Gommissioner,  on  a  prox>er  application, 
to  decide  what  share  of  that  bounty  the  law  intends  to  bestow  upon  the  applicant 
Whatever  is  paid  to  him  under  that  decision  is  gone  beyond  recall,  but  if  the  saoceed- 
ing  Commissioner  should  be  satisfied  that  the  pensioner  was  wrongfully  rated,  why 
should  he  not  correct  the  error  as  to  further  payments.     The  pensioner  has  no  contract 
rights  to  future  payments.     He  has  no  vested  rights  in  an  erroneous  oonstmotion  of  the 
law.    The  Government  can  not  bring  suit  to  set  aside  a  mere  erroneous  decision  of  an 
ex -officer.     *    ^    *    Its  only  remedy  is  in  its  own  hands,  and  that  is  to  stop  tiie  abuse, 
and  the  Commissioner,  for  the  time  being,  is  its  oigan  to  do  that. 

In  the  case  of  Harrison  v.  United  States  (20  C.  Cls.  Rep.,  122), 
which  was  a  suit  to  recover  a  pension  which  had  once  been  allowed, 
but  discontinued  because  its  allowance  had  been  obtained  through 
fraud,  the  court  said: 

If  the  placing  of  the  name  of  an  applicant  upon  the  roll  is  to  -be  considered  a 
judicial  act  it  should  only  be  considered  a  judgment  nisi.  The  proceedings  are  largely 
ex  parte  and  from  the  vast  number  of  applicants,  the  work  must  be  performed  and  the 
roll  made  up  for  the  most  part  by  the  clerks. 

Where  cases  are  tried  before  a  judicial  tribunal,  the  parties  interested 
are  before  the  court  and  confronted  with  the  witnesses  who  are  subject 
to  examination  and  cross-examination,  and  the  facts  of  the  case  thus 
duly  ascertained  and  finallj'^  determined,  become,  as  a  general  rule, 
conclusive,  subject  only  to  be  reviewed  by  an  appellate  court.  The 
judgment  must  be  a  valid  and  Anal  judgment. 

It  is,  therefore,  to  such  proceedings  only  that  the  doctrine  of  res 
judicata  or  stare  decisis  is  strictly  applicable.  The  doctrines,  when 
adopted  by  the  Department  in  pension  cases,  simply  become  rules  which 
each  administration  prescribes  for  itself  as  a  matter  of  policy  or  con- 
venience, and  ma}'  be  waived,  suspended,  or  ignored  as  justice,  public 
policy,  or  convenience  requires.  The  facts  in  the  case  under  considera- 
tion, however,  show  no  reason  for  deviating  from  the  hitherto  almost 
uniform  practice  of  refusing  to  disturb  decisions  of  former  administra- 
tions where  neither  fraud,  nor  manifest  error  in  law,  or  palpable  mis- 
take of  fact  is  shown  to  exist. 

The  action  of  your  Bureau  appealed  from  is  accordingly  affirmed. 
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dependence. 

Joseph  K.  Smith  (father). 

In  the  case  of  a  father  who  is  tinahle  to  lahor  the  mere  i>08aes3ion  of  an  interest  in  a  farm 
prodncing  an  income  of  f60  per  annum  should  not  exclude  him  from  pension  under 
section  4707  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  or  section  I  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

Amdant    Secretary   John   M,   Beynolds   to    the    Commissioner  of  Pensions, 

June  7,  1895. 

Enoch  F.  Smith  was  enrolled  on  the  2l8t  of  August,  1862,  in  Com- 
pany K,  Thirteenth  New  Hampshire  Volunteers,  and  was  discharged 
on  the  6th  of  March,  1863,  by  reason  of  minority  and  consequent 
debility.  He  enlisted  as  a  substitute  in  the  ^Fourth  Regiment  of  Minne- 
sota Infantry  on  the  6th  of  June,  1864,  and  was  drowned  July  8, 1864, 
while  on  the  way  to  join  the  regiment. 

On  the  11th  of  August,  1890,  Joseph  K.  Smith  filed  an  application 
(No.  478,557)  for  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  as  father  of 
said  soldier.  His  claim  was  rejected  '^  on  the  ground  that  he  is  not 
dependent.^'     From  this  action  an  appeal  is  taken. 

The  action  of  rejection  was  based  upon  an  affidavit  of  the  claimant 
as  to  his  means  of  support,  which  is  as  follows : 

I  am  the  owner  of  a  piece  of  land  known  as  being  the  north  half  of  the  south  half  of 
lot  No.  7,  in  the  fifth  range  of  the  township  of  Granby,  County  of  Stafford,  Quebec, 
assessed  by  the  municipal  corporation  at  fl  ,700.  I  also  own  personal  and  movable  prop- 
erty such  as  a  horse,  cows,  farming  implements,  to  the  value  of  |200.  I  am  indebted 
to  several  persons  in  the  Bum  of  9900,  but  there  is  no  claim,  mortgage,  or  other  lien  on 
my  i!arm.  My  whole  income  and  reventie  annually  from  all  sources  amounts  to  about 
^150,  and  my  expenses  for  cultivating  purposes,  taxes,  insurance,  and  hired  labor,  amount 
to  about  $125,  leaving  mc  a  clear  income  of  about  $25.  No  person  whatever  is  legally 
bound  to  support  me. 

The  records  of  the  municipality  of  Granb}'-  show  that  for  the  year 
1894  the  applicant  paid  taxes  on  property  assessed  at  $1,700.  There  is 
no  evidence  as  to  real  value  of  the  property.  There  is  no  evidence  to 
sustain  the  allegations  of  claimant  as  to  his  income. 

The  rejection  of  applicant's  claim  was  not  justified  by  the  statements 
contained  in  his  affidavit  as  to  the  amount  of  his  property  and  income. 

The  evidence  shows  that  applicant  was  born  in  Alton,  N.  H.,  in 
December,  1818.  He  was,  therefore,  nearly  72  years  of  age  at  the  date 
at  which  his  original  application  was  filed.  He  is  now  over  76  years 
of  age.  It  is  not  probable  that  at  the  date  of  his  application  he  was 
able  to  do  much  manual  labor.  It  would  seem  that  his  property  (if  the 
facts  are  correctly  set  forth  in  his  affidavit)  could  not  be  made  to  pro- 
duce an  income  of  more  than  $60  per  year. 

It  was  held  by  me  id  the  decision  in  the  pension  Q\a\m  o^  "^^\ci^\5A». 
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E.  Gloyd  (7  P.  D.,  413),  mother  of  James  H.  Johnston,  given  December 
8,  1894,  that  a  mother  who  is  75  years  old  and  whose  sole  means  of 
support  are  $1,130,  yielding  an  income  of  $72.80  per  year,  is  dependent 
within  the  meaning  of  section  4707  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  and  section 
1  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890 ;  and  that  where  the  amount  of  property 
possessed  by  a  mother  having  no  other  means  of  support  is  so  small 
that  it  will  not  yield  an  income  sufficient  to  support  her,  and  it  is  not 
probable  that  she  could  dispose  of  it  in  any  way  that  would  render  her 
reasonably  secure  of  a  maintenance  during  the  remainder  of  her  life, 
it  should  not  be  regarded  as  adequate  to  her  needs  and  should  not 
deprive  her  of  the  right  to  pension. 

The  applicant's  age  is  such  as  to  probably  preclude  him  from  making 
his  support  by  manual  labor.  If  such  is  the  case,  the  views  set  forth 
in  the  decision  in  the  case  of  Melcenia  E.  Gloyd  as  to  dependence  and 
support  are  applicable  to  his  claim.  The  claim  should  be  opened  up  to 
allow  the  applicant  to  present  proof  of  the  facts  alleged  in  his  affidavit 
as  to  his  means  of  support,  the  true  value  of  his  property,  the  amount 
of  his  income,  and  the  amount  of  the  claim  against  him. 

The  facts  as  to  the  extent  to  which  he  can  perform  manual  labor 
should  be  shown.  It  should  also  be  made  to  appear  by  the  evidence 
whether  any  person  is  legally  bound  for  his  support. 


FEE-UEFl  NDMENT-RES  JUDICATA. 

E.  R.  D.  Mayne  &  Co.  (attorneys). 
John  H.  Schoonover  (claimant). 

1.  As  appellants  had  uo  valid  power  of  attorney  in  the  case  and  rendered  no  material 

service,  they  have  no  title  to  fee. 

2.  Where,  under  a  fonner  administration,  owing  to  error  of  law  or  mistake  of  fact,  or 

both,  a  fee  has  been  improperly  paid,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  Commissioner  to  require 
refhndment. 

Assistant   Secretary   John   M.   Reynolds   to   the    Commissioner    of   PensionSj 

March  17,  189^, 

Claimant,  late  of  Company  A,  Pennsylvania  Emergency  Militia, 
applied  for  pension  January  6,  1887,  alleging  knife  wound  of  left  side 
as  a  disabling  cause,  and  appointing  B.  F.  Wade,  of  Washington,  D.  C, 
attorney.  Mr.  Wade  furnished  some  evidence,  though  not  sufficient  to 
show  that  said  wound  was  received  in  the  line  of  duty.  July  19, 1887, 
the  claim  was  rejected,  and  in  August  following  Mr.  Wade  filed 
additional  testimony.  This  testimony,  however,  did  not  bear  upon  the 
cause  of  rejection.  After  August,  1887,  no  further  action  wae  taken 
by  Mr.  Wade, 
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August  6,  1889,  Mr.  William  A.  Brown,  of  Washington,  D.  C,  filed 
a  power  of  attorney  and  articles  of  agreement  in  the  case,  and  on 
December  14,  of  the  same  year,  the  claim  was  reopened  on  evidence 
furnished  by  him.  January  20,  1890,  Chevremont  &  Co.,  appeared 
with  a  power  of  substitution  from  Mr.  Brown,  and  on  February  17, 
following,  filed  applicant's  written  consent. 

October  30,  1890,  the  claim  was  again  rejected,  this  time  on  the 
ground  that  the  applicant  had  never  been  mustered  into  the  United 
States  service.  Chevremont  &  Co.  were  never  advised  of  the  date  and 
oaase  of  rejection.     January  7,  1891,  tliey  called  the  case  up. 

August  14,  1891,  E.  R.  D.  Mayne  &  Co.,  of  Washington,  D.  C,  filed 
a  power  of  attorney  from  the  applicant,  and  on  April  14, 1892,  the  testi- 
mony of  one  person  as  to  origin.  October  26,  1892,  the  case  was 
reopened  in  accordance  with  a  decision  of  the  Department  wherein  it 
was  held  that  the  organization  to  which  claimant  belonged  had  been 
mastered  into  the  service  of  the  United  States,  i  January  24,  189*5, 
pension  was  allowed  (Certificate  No.  842,430).  Twenty-five  dollars 
were  withheld  as  fee.  Subsequently  $10  of  this  sum  were  paid  Ma3me 
&  Co.,  and  the  remaining  $15  to  the  pensioner.  Chevrement  &  Co. 
protested  and  Mayne  &  Co.  were  required  to  refund,  whereupon  they 
appealed  to  the  Department. 

The  power  of  attorney  filed  by  appellants  August  14,  1891,  was 
invalid  for  the  reason  that  it  was  not  executed  in  the  presence  of  two 
witnesses,  as  required  by  rule  4  of  the  Rules  of  Practice  before  the 
Commissioner  of  Pensions.     Being  invalid,  said  appellants  were  with- 
out authority  to  prosecute  the  claim.     Were  the  power  of  attorney 
valid,  however,  it  would  avail  them  nothing,  all  necessary  evidence 
having  been  furnished  before  it  was  filed.     The  one  affidavit  furnished 
by  them  was    cumulative  and    unnecessary.     The   claim   had  been 
rejected  on   the  ground   that   the    organization   to   which   applicant 
belonged  had  never  been  mustered  into  the  United  States  service,  and 
not  for  lack   of  evidence   of  origin.     The  ground   of  rejection   being 
removed  by  a  decision  of  the  Department,  the  case  was  reopened.     All 
necessary  testimony  was  then  on  file.     Nothing  remained,  therefore, 
for  an  attorney  to  do. 

Appellants  contend  that  inasmuch  as  the  fee  in  this  case  was  paid  to 
them  after  deliberate  action  by  Commissioner  Baum,  the  present  Com- 
missioner has  no  authority  to  require  refundment.  It  is  enough  to  say 
in  this  connection  that  while  in  general  the  action  of  the  Bureau  and 
decisions  of  the  Department  under  a  former  administration  will  not 
be  disturbed,  the  doctrine  of  res  judicata  and  stare  decisis  are  not 
strictly  applicable  to  pension  claims,  nor  to  attorneys'  claims  arising 
thereunder,  and  that  in  case  of  fraud,  manifest  error  of  law,  or  palpable 
mistake  of  fact  such  claims  may  be  reopened  and  again  pa^sii^^  \3l^u« 
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The  action  of  the  Bureau  in  allowing  Mayne  &  Co.  Hie  fee  was 
pai'tly  error  of  law  and  partly  a  mistake  of  fact,  and  as  such  it  was  the 
plain  duty  of  the  CommiBsioner  to  reverse  it.  His  action  requiring 
them  to  refund  rests  upon  sound  legal  grounds  and  is  in  accordance 
with  the  practice  of  the  Bureau,  approved  by  the  Department. 

The  point  made  by  appellants  that  neglect  is  a  matter  between  the 
claimatit  and  his  attorney,  need  not  be  considered.  They  had  no  valid 
power  of  attorney  in  the  case,  and  therefore  .never  had  a  legal  stata& 
The  value  of  ttie  evidence  furnished  by  them  is,  under  the  circnm- 
stances,  a  matter  of  no  consequence.  In  point  of  fact,  however,  that 
evidence  was  cumulative  and  wholly  unnecessary. 

As  appellants  had  no  authority  to  prosecute  the  claim  and  rendered 
no  material  service,  they  have  no  title  to  fee. 

Your  action  requiring  them  to  refund  is,  therefore,  affirmed. 


FETE-RKFUNDMBNT— FRAtTD. 

P.  J.  LocKwooD  (attorney). 
Elizabeth  Striggon  (claimant). 

An  attorney's  title  to  a  fee  is  dependent  on  his  client's  title  to  a  pension,  and  where  the 
pension  was  fraadnlently  obtained  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  may  require  the 
refandment  of  the  fee  paid  the  attorney  who  prosecuted  the  claim  as  well  as 
the  pension  so  x)aid  the  claimant. 

Assistant   Secretary   John   M.    Reynolds    to    the    Commissioner    of  Pengiomj 

June  11,  1895. 

October  10,  1893,  Mrs.  Elizabeth  Striggon,  formerly  the  wife  of  Alex- 
ander D.  Crawford,  late  of  Company  D,  Sixth  Michigan  Cavalry,  whose 
widow  she  claimed  to  have  been,  was  granted  a  pension  under  the  gen- 
eral law.  On  that  allowance  a  fee  of  $25  was  paid  to  P.  J.  Lockwood, 
of  Washington,  D.  C,  the  attorney  of  record  in  the  case.  Subsequently, 
it  was  discovered  that  Mrs.  Striggon  had  no  title,  she  having  been 
divorced  from  the  soldier,  and  steps  were  taken  to  recover  the  sum  paid 
her  as  pension.  At  the  same  time  Mr.  Lockwood  was  required  to  refund 
the  825  allowed  him  as  fee.     From  this  action  he  appeals. 

The  question  raised  by  appellant  is  well  settled  by  the  decisions,  the 
leading  case  being  that  of  Annie  Dempsey,  Certificate  No.  275,900, 
decided  October  30,  1894.  Mrs.  Dempsey  was  required  to  return  the 
money  paid  her  as  pension  on  the  ground  that  her  husband's  death  was 
not  due  to  a  cause  incident  to  his  service  in  the  Army ;  restitution  was 
exacted  of  Mrs.  Striggon  upon  the  ascertainment  of  t\\^  (Wst  tba.t  her 
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ehom  was  a  fraudulent  one.    Neither  had  auy  legal  title  to  pension. 
In  neither  case  was  a  £^  lawfully  payable. 

As  aa  exposition  of  tiie  views  of  the  Department  upon  the  subject 
imder  consideration,  I  quote  the  followiug  ftom  the  decision  in  the 
inuie  Dempeey  case,  above  cited : 

It  is  to  be  observed,  in  the  fini  place,  that  an  attorney  may  be  certified  only  such  fee, 
lot  exceeding  125  in  a^y  caie,  as  the  CoKuniasioner  of  Pensions  sball  direot,  and  ii^i 
hi  same  is  payable  out  of  the  pension  T?hen  allowed.  The  agent  by  \vhom  payment  is 
nade  takes  the  pensioner's  receipt  for  the  whole  sum  and  pays  to  the  latter  what  remains 
ifter  the  amount  to  which  the  attorney  is  entitled  under  his  contract  shall  have  been 
ledncted.  A  check  for  said  amount  is  then  maileil  to  said  attorney.  It  is  very  dear, 
iherefoie,  that  the  fee  provided  lor  by  law  is  part  of  the  pension  itself,  and  not  part  of 
Mppaiate  fund  for  the  compensation  of  persons  through  whose  efforts  pensions  are 
ecvcd. 

When  articles  of  agreement  for  a  fee  of  $25  are  filed  it  is  expressly  stipulated  in  the 
Gontiact  that  said  fee  shall  not  be  demanded  by  or  payable  to  the  attorney  (or  attorneys), 
in  whole  or  in  part,  except  in  case  of  the  granting  of  the  pension  by  the  Commissioner. 
What  is  here  meant  by  granting  is  perfectly  plain.  The  pension  must  be  allowed  in 
Hondaaoe  with  law  as  then  oonstrued,  otherwise  legal  title  does  not  vest  in  the  pen- 
Boner.  Unleaa  title  vests  in  him  it  can  not  pass  to  the  attorney,  *  *  *  the  pension 
includes  the  fee. 

Title  to  the  pension  being  defective,  title  to  fee  is  defective  also. 

But  appellant  contends  that  section  4785,  Revised  Statutes  (see  act 
)f  July  4, 1884),  "  provides  for  the  payment  of  a  fee  upon  the  allow- 
mee  of  a  claim,  and  not  upon  the  correctness  of  the  abjudication," 
kod  that  the  words  of  said  section,  ^'  shall  he  allowed/^  do  not  mean  and 
an  not  be  coostrued  to  mean  that  the  fee  shall  be  held  during  the  con- 
iaoanoe  of  the  judgment  in  favor  of  the  claimant  or  during  the  life  of 
be  certificate,  but  means  that  the  fee  shall  be  paid  upon  the  allow- 
Doe  of  the  pension.  In  some  respects  this  proposition  is  manifestly 
nsound.  When  a  daim  has  been  allowed  upon  InsufElcient  evidence — 
e.,  through  ample  error  of  judgment  in  the  adjudication,  the  Depart- 
lent  holds  that  the  matter  is  res  a<\judicata,  and  does  not  interfere ; 
it  when  it  has  been  granted  through  inadvertence,  clerical  error,  or 
istake  of  fact,  or  the  allowance  has  been  secured  by  fraud,  the  case 
subject  to  review  and  the  judgment  may  be  corrected  or  set  aside. 
i  support  of  this  contention  appellant  cites  a  ruling  of  the  Depart- 
ent  (decision  not  mentioned),  as  follows : 


In  cases  where  overpayment  is  the  result  of  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  attorney  or  mis- 
ke  of  fact  the  Government  may  reimburse  itself  by  withholding  the  accruing  pension 
til  the  amount  has  been  made  good,  but  there  is  no  authority  to  withhold  any  money 
otEaet  moneys  which  have  been  paid  out  as  a  pension  as  a  result  of  erroneous  judgp- 
mt  in  a  given  case. 

This  doctrine  is  sound,  but  it  does  not  sustain  the  proposition 
Ivanced  by  appellant.  Indeed,  it  sustains  the  opposite  view.  In  the 
se  under  consideration  penaion  was  granted  not  as  a  xesvAt  oi  ettor 
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neous  judgment  upon  the  actual  facts,  but  as  the  result  of  fraud  on 
the  part  of  the  claimant,  and  in  manifest  violation  of  law. 

There  is  nothing  of  record  to  indicate  that  appellant  was  a  party  to 
the  fraud  perpetrated  by  Mrs.  Striggon.  But  he  was  her  agent,  and,  go 
far  as  his  right  to  fee  is  concerned,  can  not  separate  himself  from  her. 
Her  claim  was  saturated  with  fraud,  and  this  fraud  vitiated  not  only 
her  title  to  pension,  but  his  title  to  fee.  His  title  was  derivative;  such 
as  it  was,  it  came  through  her.  As  she  had  no  title  to  the  money  paid 
her  as  pension,  he  had  no  title  to  the  money  paid  him  as  fee. 

There  is  another  phase  of  this  subject  which  I  will  now  briefly  con- 
sider. In  the  course  of  his  argument  appellant  says :  ''  I  maintain  that 
the  fee  is  due  the  attorney  upon  his  right  to  recognition  at  the  issuance 
of  the  certificate  and  the  payment  of  money  to  the  claimant  withont 
fraud  on  his  (the  attorney's)  part."  Subject  to  qualification,  this  is  true. 
The  attorney  must  not  only  have  been  entitled  to  recognition,  but  must 
have  rendered  necessary  and  material  service.  It  is  obvious  that  appel- 
lant rendered  none  in  this  case,  for  it  will  hardly  be  seriously  contended 
that  the  securing  of  an  allowance  which  was  afterwards  set  aside 
because  of  fraud  was  material  service.  Indeed,  there  was,  in  contem- 
plation of  law,  no  allowance  of  pension  here,  the  Bureau  having 
reversed  its  original  action  and  rejected  the  claim.  It  is  true  that  the 
Commissioner  of  Pensions  is,  in  a  qualified  sense,  the  trustee  both  of  the 
applicant  for  pension  and  his  attorney ;  but  he  is  also,  and  first  of  all, 
an  officer  of  the  Government,  and  as  such  is  clothed  with  large  powers, 
important  among  which  is  the  authority,  in  cases  where  the  public 
interests  demand  it,  to  review  his  own  action  and  to  correct  his  judg- 
ments. Clearly,  this  is  a  case  in  which  that  authority  was  lawfully, 
wisely,  and  justly  exercised. 

It  is  held,  in  view  of  the  foregoing,  that  Mrs.  Striggon's  title  to  pen- 
sion was  essential  to  appellant's  title  to  fee,  and,  this  being  so,  that  the 
right  of  the  Bureau  to  require  refundment  by  the  latter  of  the  part  of 
the  pension  paid  to  him  as  fee  was  coexistent  with  its  right  to  recover 
the  amount  paid  to  the  former. 

Action  affirmed. 


disability-act  .junk  87,  1890-permanbnt  character. 

Henry  Kibkhoff. 

Where  there  is  a  reaaonable  probability  that  the  disability  existing  at  the  date  of 
examination  will  decrease  with  the  lapse  of  time,  or  where  it  is  susceptible  of 
amelioration  by  means  easily  within  the  claimant's  reach,  it  can  not  be  regarded  as 
permanent  within  the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 
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AssistarU   Secretary   John    M,    Reynolds   to   the    Commissioner   of  PensionSj 

June  20,  1893. 

Appellant,  late  of  Company  G,  Forty-ninth  Missouri  Volunteers,  is 
pensioned  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  at  the  rate  of  $6  per  month. 
In  application  for  increase  was  rejected  in  December,  1894.  From 
that  action  he  appeals,  contending  that  he  is  totally  disabled  for  the 
performance  of  manual  labor. 

The  causes  of  disability  alleged  by  him  are  chest  trouble,  disease  of 
heart,  lame  back ,  ulceration  of  the  rectum,  general  debilit\',  and  double 
hydrocele. 

A  medical  examination  made  January  31,  1894,  showed  the  rectum 
to  be  red,  highly  congested,  and  excessively  tender,  but  no  fissures  or 
nlcerations.  The  lungs  and  heart  were  normal.  There  was  tender- 
ness over  the  lumbar  muscles.  General  health  fair;  no  general  debility. 
Age,  47  years.  He  had  double  hydrocele — left,  long  diameter  6  inches 
and  short  diameter  3  inches;  right,  long  diameter  5  inches,  short  diam- 
eter 2  inches. 

At  the  time  of  the  examination  the  hydrocele  was  the  greatest  cause 
of  disability.  But  the  disability  due  to  that  cause  is  not  necessarily 
permanent.  It  may  be  removed  by  a  simple  operation.  That  the 
hydrocele  has  not  constituted  a  very  important  obstacle  to  the  per- 
formance of  manual  labor  in  the  past  may  be  reasonably  inferred  from 
the  fact  that  although  it  has  existed  since  1889,  and  appellant  filed  his 
original  application  for  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  in  Sep- 
tember, 1890,  he  made  no  mention  of  hydrocele  as  a  cause  of  disability 
unta  April,  1894. 

The  disability  for  which  pension  can  be  granted  under  the  act  of 
June  27,  1890,  must  be  "  of  a  permanent  character."  This  does  not 
mean  merely  that  the  disability  must  result  from  an  incurable  disease 
or  injury,  but  that  there  must  be  a  permanent  incapacity  for  the  per- 
formance of  manual  labor  in  such  a  degree  as  to  render  the  claimant 
unable  to  earn  a  support.  The  rate  of  pension  to  be  allowed  depends 
upon  the  d^ree  of  inability  to  earn  a  support.  If  the  disability  fluctu- 
ates in  degree  the  rate  will  be  determined,  not  by  the  claimant's  condi- 
tion when  at  its  worst,  or  at  its  best,  but  (so  far  as  may  be)  by  his 
average  condition.  If  there  is  a  reasonable  probability  that  the  disa- 
bility existing  at  the  date  of  his  examination  will  decrease  with  the 
lapse  of  time,  or  if  it  is  susceptible  of  amelioration  by  means  easily 
within  the  claimant's  reach,  it  can  not  be  regarded  as  permanent  within 
the  meaning  of  the  law. 

After  careful  consideration  I  do  not  find  that  the  degree  of  perma- 
nent disability  in  this  case  is  such  as  to  entitle  the  pensioner  to  more 
than  $6  per  month  under  the  act  of  June  27, 1890.  The  action  of  your 
Bureau  i^^  therefore  afSrmed. 
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RATE-DISABILITY- WIDOWS. 

Sarah  J.  Paynter. 

1.  The  late  of  widow's  pension  provided  for  iu  sections  4730  and  4731,  Revised  Statutes, 

is,  by  the  provisions  of  section  4712,  Revised  Statutes,  iixed  by  the  provisions  uf 
section  4702  and  section  4695,  at  the  rate  that  her  hasband  would  have  been  entitled 
to  receive  for  ^^toti^  disability;''  9Jxd  the  tenn  '^  total  disability"  named  in  the 
various  sections  refers  to  the  ^^ total  disability"  for  which  section  4695  tixes  tbe 
maximum  rates. 

2.  A  soldier  or  sailor  is  deemed  totally  disabled  for  performing  the  duties  of  a  soldier  or 

sailor  when  his  disability,  due  to  his  military  or  naval  service,  incurred  or  received 
in  line  of  duty,  is  equal  to  an  anohylosed  ankle  or  wrist,  or  other  e(]nivalent  disa- 
bility which  would  incapacitate  him  for  the  performance  of  active  duties  oi*  a 
soldier  or  sailor. 

Assidant    Secretary    John    M.    Reynolds    to    the    Commissioner    of  PendonSj 

June  27 y  1895. 

Claimant,  as  the  widow  of  Christian  Paynter,  who  was  a  second 
lieutenant  in  Company  D,  Second  Indiana  Infantry,  in  the  war  with 
Mexico,  appeals  from  the  action  of  your  Bureau  fixing  her  rate  of  pen- 
sion at  $15  per  month,  contending  that  inasmuch  as  her  husband  was 
allowed  a  pension  of  $50  per  month  shortly  before  he  died,  she  is  enti- 
tled to  the  same  rate  under  the  provisions  of  sections  4730  and  4731  of 
the  Revised  Statutes. 

The  rate  of  widow's  pension  provided  by  these  sections  is,  by  the 
provisions  of  section  4712,  Revised  Statutes,  fixed  by  sections  4702  and 
4695,  Revised  Statutes,  at  the  same  rate  that  her  husband  would  have 
been  entitled  to  receive  for  "  total  disability,"  and  the  term  "  total 
disability ''  named  in  the  various  sections  refers  to  the  "  total  disability" 
for  which  section  4695,  Revised  Statutes,  fixes  the  maximum  rates. 

Congress  evidently  intended  by  the  phrase  "total  disability,"  as 
applied  to  officers  or  enlisted  men  in  the  Army,  Navy,  or  Marine  Corps 
mentioned  in  the  first  and  third  subdivisions  of  section  4693,  Revised 
Statutes,  and  to  any  acting  assistant  or  contract  surgeon  named  in  the 
fourth  subdivision  of  said  section,  to  mean  a  "  total  disability  "  from 
performing  active  service  in  the  branch  of  the  military,  naval,  or  marine 
service  in  which  they  incurred  their  disabilities. 

It  is  but  natural  that  the  service  in  which  they  were  engaged  should 
be  the  standard  by  which  "  total  disability  "  should  be  measured,  and 
this  reason  is  made  plain  by  the  use  of  a  different  standard  by  Con- 
gress when  providing  for  civilians  in  the  second  and  fifth  subdivisions 
of  the  section.  As  to  these  classes  of  persons  the  standard  is  ability 
"  for  procuring  subsistence  by  manual  labor,"  as  stated  in  the  second 
subdivision,  and  "  to  procure  a  subsistence  by  manual  labor,"  as  stated 
in  the  fifth  subdivision  of  said  section  4693. 
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Congress,  on  August  26,  1776,  resolved  that — 

Whereas  in  the  course  of  the  present  wars  some  commissioDed  and  nonoomniissioned 
officers  of  the  Anny  and  Navy,  as  also  private  soldiers,  marines,  and  seamen  may  lose  a 
limb,  or  be  otherwise  so  disabled  as  to  prevent  their  serving  in  the  Army  or  Navy  or 
gettiog  their  livelihood  and  may  stand  in  need  of  relief,  etc.  (1  Journals  of  Congress, 
1776,  454,  cited  in  Mayo  and  Monlton,  1.) 

The  first  thought  here  expressed  is,  a  disability  for  the  performance 
of  active  war  **  service  in  the  Army  or  Navy." 

So  in  the  next  resolution  of  Congress  on  May  16,  1786  (631,  ibid.), 
the  pay  of  the  officers  in  service  is  used  as  the  basis  or  standard  in  fixing 
the  seven  years  pensions  of  certain  officers.     (Mayo  and  Moulton,  4.) 
It  is  the  status  of  the  officers,  soldiers,  sailors,  or  marines  in  service 
that  would  naturally  be  kept  in  mind  when  providing  pensions  for  disa- 
bilities contracted  or  incurred  in  the  service,  while  a  different  rule  is 
applied  when  measuring ^  the  degree  of  disability  arising  from  causes 
not  due  to  the  service,  as  in  section  2  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 
There  a  ^^  total  disability  "  is  such  as  totally  incapacitates  the  claimant 
from  earning  a  support  by  manual  labor,  but  no  such  rule  is  applicable 
to  the  cases  of  officers,  soldiers,  sailors,  marines,  acting  assistant  or 
contract  surgeons,  under  sections  4692, 4693,  and  4695,  Revised  Statutes. 
A  soldier  or  sailor  is,  therefore,  under  section  4695,  **  totally  disabled'' 
for  performing  the  duties  of  a  soldier  or  a  sailor  when  his  disabilities, 
due  to  the  military  or  naval  service  incurred  in  line  of  duty,  are  equal 
to  the  anchylosis  of  an  ankle  or  a  wrist  or  other  equivalent  disability 
which  would  incapacitate  him  for  the  performance  of  the  active  duties 
of  a  soldier  or  sailor. 

Anchylosis  of  ankle  or  wrist  without  complications  has  long  been 
adopted  by  the  Department  as  the  measure  of  "  total  disability  "  accord- 
ing to  rank,  as  that  phrase  is  used  in  the  first  line  of  section  4695, 
Revised  Statutes     (Mary  E.  Ransbottom's  appeal,  7  P.  D.,  141.) 

The  law  has  recognized  a  higher  degree  of  disability  than  the  total 
disability  named  in  section  4695,  Revised  Statutes.  Section  4699, 
Revised  Statutes,  provides : 

The  rate  of  eighteen  dollais  per  month  may  be  proportionately  divided  for  any  degree 
of  disability  established  for  which  section  forty-six  hundred  and  ninety -five  makes  no 
provision. 

The  act  of  March  3,  1883,  granted  a  rate  of  $30  per  month  for  those 
who  are  so  disabled  as  to  be  incapacitated  for  performing  any  manual 
labor;  and,  again,  the  act  of  July  14,  1892,  granted  a  pension  of  $50 
per  month  to  those  who  are  disabled  in  such  a  degree  as  to  require  the 
frequent  and  periodical  aid  and  attendance  of  another  person ;  and  a 
still  higher  degree  of  disability  was  recognized  in  the  act  of  March  4, 
1890,  which  granted  a  pension  of  $72  per  month  for  those  so  disabled 
as  to  require  the  regular  personal  aid  and  attendance  o?  a\iO\\v«t  ^^y^oxv. 

Ab  claimant  is  in  receipt  of  $16  per  month,  which  is  t\\©  saTXi^  ^^xiSAsya. 
p,  n. — VOL,  S 2 
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her  husband  would  have  been  entitled  to  receive  for  "  total  disability^' 
under  the  provisions  of  section  4695,  the  action  appealed  from  was, 
therefore,  not  error,  and  the  same  is  accordingly  affirmed. 


DEPENDENT  SISTER- LEGITIMACY— SECTION  4707,  REVISED  STATUTES. 

Priscilla   J.  Gotten. 

Claimant's  title  to  a  dependent  sister's  pension  does  not  depend  upon  the  validity  of 
the  marriage  of  the  parents  of  claimant  and  her  brother. 

Assistant    Secretary   John    M,    Reynolds    to    the  Commissioner    of  PensionSy 

June  29,  1895, 

Claimant  appealed  from  the  action  of  your  Bureau  of  May  23, 1895, 
rejecting  her  claim  for  pension  as  the  dependent  sister  of  Asa  F. 
Gotten,  late  of  Gompany  F,  Fifty-fourth  Massachusetts  Volunteers, 
upon  the  ground  **that  the  parents  of  claimant  and  soldier  were  never 
married,"  contending  in  substance  that  as  claimant  and  soldier  were  of 
the  same  parentage,  the  question  as  to  whether  their  parents  were  or 
were  not  married  is  immaterial,  and  cites  in  support  thereof  Webster's 
definition  of  the  word  *' sister." 

I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  contention  of  claimant  must  be  sustained. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  provisions  of  section  4707  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  which  grants  pensions  to  dependent  sisters  of  a  soldier,  which 
indicates  an  intent  to  limit  the  grant  to  those  children  whose  parents 
were  legally  married.  The  question  of  marriage  of  the  parents  is  in 
no  manner  directly  involved.  The  sole  question  as  to  claimant's  iden- 
tity is,  whether  she  is  the  sister  of  the  soldier. 

In  an  indictment  for  incest  against  a  brother  and  sister  it  is  unneceB* 
sary  to  allege  or  prove  that  their  parents  were  lawfully  married,  as  was 
held  in  the  case  of  State  v.  Schaunhurst.  (34  Iowa,  547.)  So  also  the 
word  **  brother,"  in  a  statute  against  incest,  was  held  to  include  a  half- 
brother  in  the  case  of  State  v.  Wyman.  (10  Eastn.  Rep.,  Vt.,  847.)  The 
law  in  relation  to  inheritance  in  most  of  the  States  permits  the  illegiti- 
mate child  to  inherit  from  its  mother.  In  Maryland  illegitimates  may 
inherit  from  the  illegitimate  brother  or  sister.  (Schouler's  Domestic 
Relations,  par.  277,  and  notes.) 

A  legacy  ^*to  my  brother  J.  S."  was  held  good,  although  "J.  S."  was 
an  illegitimate  son  of  the  testator's  mother.  (Dane  r.  Walker,  109 
Mass.,  179.) 

The  word  *' brother"  or  "sister,"  used  in  the  pension  law,  has  refer- 
ence to  those  who  are  offsprings  of  the  same  parents,  or  parent. 
(2  Am.  and  Eng.  Ency.  of  Law,  699  and  notes;  2  Bouvier's  Law  Diet., 
324/  Gardner  v.  Collins,  2  Peters,  XJ.  S.,  5^.^ 
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If  claimant  therefore  establishes  the  fact  that  she  is  the  offspring  of 
the  same  parents  as  soldier,  she  establishes  her  identity  as  the  person 
named  in  the  law  and  is  entitled  to  a  dependent  sister's  pension,  the 
other  conditions  named  in  the  law  being  shown. 

I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  action  appealed  from  was  error ;  the 
same  is  accordingly  reversed,  and  the  case  returned  for  adjudication 
upon  its  merits. 


restoratiox— reduction— practice. 
William  B.  Walton. 

1.  Upon  the  restoration  to  the  pension  roll  of  a  name  unlawfully  dropped  therefrom,  a 

reduction  of  the  rate  of  pension  for  the  period  during  which  the  same  was  so  unlaw- 
fally  withheld  is  error,  unless  it  be  clearly  shown  that  the  disability  during  the 
period  in  question  did  not  entitle  pensioner  to  the  rate  formerly  allowed. 

2.  Where  a  reduction  of  pension  is  deemed  proper  on  account  of  decrease  of  disability, 

it  in  the  practice  not  to  commence  the  reduced  rate  prior  to  the  date  of  the  certificate 
of  a  surgeon  or  board  of  surgeons  showing  such  decrease. 

Assidant   Secretary   John    M,   Reynolds    to    the    Commissioner    of  Pensions, 

June  29,  1895. 

This  is  a  motion  for  review  of  Department  decision  of  July  13, 1894, 
affirming  the  action  of  your  Bureau  in  denying  pensioner  (Certificate 
No.  8,789)  any  higher  rate  than  $2.50  per  month  from  March  4,  1861, 
to  November  29, 1873.  The  contention  of  the  motion  is  that  pensioner 
was  entitled  to  a  captain's  total,  $20  per  month,  during  that  period, 
that  is,  having  received  but  $2.50  per  month  he  is  entitled  to  arrears  of 
tl7.50  per  month  for  the  time  in  question. 

Pension  in  this  case  was  originally  allowed  November  20,  1857,  at 
the  rate  of  $20  per  month,  the  total  of  claimant's  rank.  Captain  Com- 
pany H,  First  Tennessee  Infantry,  Mexican  war,  to  commence  Novem- 
ber 2,  1857,  on  account  of  disability  from  affection  of  the  liver  and 
digestive  organs,  and  nervous  debility  and  nearly  total  deafness  of  left 
ear,  results  of  typhoid  fever  of  service  origin.  The  pension  was  paid 
until  March  4,  1861,  after  which  date  payment  was  interrupted  by 
reason  of  the  breaking  out  of  the  war  of  the  rebellion,  and  the  discon- 
tinuance of  the  pension  agencies  of  the  several  rebellious  States, 
among  which  Tennessee,  wherein  pensioner  resided,  was  included. 

February  4,  1862,  an  act  was  passed  by  Congress  authorizing  and 
directing  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  *^to  strike  from  the  pension 
rolls  the  names  of  all  such  persons  as  have  or  may  hereafter  take  up 
arms  against  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  or  who  have  in  any 
manner  encouraged  the  rebels,  or  manifested  a  sympathy  with  th^ir 
can50.  ^^ 
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Under  an  order  of  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  dated  June  10, 
1865,  which  recited  the  said  act  as  authority  therefor,  "the  names  of 
all  pensioners  who  have  resided  within  the  insurrectionary  States 
during  the  rebellion"  and  whose  pensions  were  pa^'able  at  any  of  the 
agencies  therein  named  were  (including  this  pensioner's  name)  dropped 
from  the  pension  rolls. 

Having  filed  an  application  for  restoration  November  29,  1873,  and 
furnished  satisfactory  proof  of  loyalty  to  the  United  States  during  the- 
rebellion,  pensioner's  name  was  subsequently  restored  to  the  rolls.  By 
virtue  of  various  official  actions,  all  of  which  it  is  not  necessary  at  this 
time  to  discuss,  nor  even  recite,  pension  has  been  paid  him  at  the  rate 
of  $2.50  per  month  from  March  4, 1861,  to  November  28, 1873,  inclusive. 
$20  per  month  thence  to  February  24,  1887,  and  at  lesser  ratCB  since 
then. 

Under  this  motion  the  only  period  to  be  considered  is  that  comprised 
within  March  4,  1861,  and  November  28,  1873,  inclusive.     The  ground 
taken  by  your  Bureau  and  approved  by  the  Department,  in  the  decision 
first  above  mentioned,  for  the  reduction  of  the  rate  during  that  period, 
has  been  that  the  rate  of  $2.50  per  month  was  commensurate  with  the 
degree  of  pensioner's  disability  from  nearly  total  deafness  of  left  ear. 
the  only  disabling  cause  heretofore  recognized  in  his  case  since  March 
4,  1861.     Assuming  that  such  wiis  the  legal  rate  for  the  disability  from 
said  deafness  for  the  rank  of  Captain,  during  that  period,  the  ground  of 
reduction  was  still  not  sound.     Deafness  was  only  one  of  the  disabling 
causes  recognized  as  resulting  from  the  typhoid  fever,  as  is  clearly 
shown  by  the  official  action  at  the  time  of  the  original  allowance.    All 
the  causes  herein  first  above  mentioned  were  then  accepted  by  compe- 
tent authority,  and  it  was  not  shown  when  the  rate  of  $2.50  for  the 
period  in  question  was  allowed^  nor  has  it  been  shown  since  that  dis- 
ability from  any  of  these  causes  had  ceased  on  March  4,  1861,  nor  at 
any  time  during  the  said  period. 

The  first  official  medical  examination*  of  the  pensioner  was  on  Feb- 
ruary 23,  1887,  he  being  then  63  years  of  age,  and  the  next  in  October 
of  the  same  year.  The  certificates  of  these  examinations  show  that 
but  little  attention  was  given  by  the  board  to  anything  but  pensioner's 
defective  hearing,  and  hence  they  do  not  report  any  other  disabling 
cause.  These  examinations  could  not  show,  and  did  not  pretend  to 
show,  anything  definite  as  to  his  physical  condition  from  1861  to  1873, 
yet  it  was  upon  the  showing  of  these  certificates  that  the  rate  of  $2.50 
for  said  period  was  based,  upon  the  supposition,  apparently,  which  has 
been  shown  to  have  been  erroneous,  that  pensioner's  only  accepted 
disabling  cause  had  been  the  said  deafness. 

It  was,  at  the  time  the  reduction  was  made,  and  had  been  for  many 
years  prior  thereto,  and  still  is  the  well-settled  practice  of  the  Pension 
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Bureau  where  reduction  was  deemed  proper  on  account  of  decrease  of 
disabilit}',  not  to  begin  the  reduced  rate  prior  to  the  date  of  the  cer- 
tificate of  a  surgeon  or  board  of  surgeons  showing  such  decrease. 
This  practice  was  violated  in  this  case.  The  cases  of  Brooks  and 
Pickett  (2  P.  D.,  269,  and  5  P.  D.,  65),  and  Ruling  No.  109  (Digest  of 
IS85,  425),  cited  in  said  decision  to  support  the  reduction  are  not  in 
contravention  of  the  aforesaid  practice,  but  rather  in  harmony  with  it, 
and  are  not,  at  all  events,  properly  applicable  to  this  case  since  they 
are  all  cases  growing  out  of  war  of  rebellion  service,  wherein  the  drop- 
ping was  by  competent  authority  and  based  upon  the  evidence  then 
apparently  full  and  ample. 

Other  and  perhaps  more  cogent  reason  is  found  why  the  reduction 
complained  of  should  not  have  been  made.  In  the  case  of  Fernando 
Fellanny  (deceased),  whose  name  had  likewise  been  stricken  from  the 
pension  roll  by  the  order  of  June  10, 1865,  and  whose  widow  was  claim- 
ing the  pension  which  had  accrued  up  to  his  death,  in  the  course  of  a 
full  and  exhaustive  discussion  of  the  law  and  the  facts,  and  after  quoting 
at  length  from  an  opinion  of  ex- Attorney-General  Speed  in  another 
case  (11  Opinions,  442),  adverse  to  the  authority  for  the  order  of  June 
10, 1865,  Mr.  Secretary  Delano,  under  date  March  17,  1874,  said : 

I  concur  entirely  in  the  foregoing  opinion.     Established  disloyalty  to  the  Grovernment 

vas  a  condition  precedent  to  the  striking  of  any  pensioner's  name  from  the  rolls  under 

aotfaority  of  the  act  of  February  4,  1862.     The  order  of  June  10,  1865,  having  been 

issued  without  any  warrant  of  law,  and  being,  consequently,  nugatory  in  it«  effect,  the 

conclusion  is  obvious  that  all  of  the  i)ensioners  embraced  in  said  onler  must  be  regarded 

a.4  being  pensioners  during  the  whole  time  payment  to  them  was  suspended,  excepting 

(hose  whose  names  liad  been  stricken  from  the  jiension  rolls  upon  proof  of  disloyalty 

by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior.     If,  therefore,  any  pensioner  whose  name  was  ''dropped 

from  the  pension  rolls"  under  said  order  can  satisfactorily  establish  his  or  her  loyalty 

to  the  Government  throughout  the  rebellion,  he  is  clearly  entitled  to  the  pension  which 

may  have  accrued  since  the  last  payment  to  him  or  her,  as  the  case  may  be. 

*  *  *  Before  an  application  for  such  restoration  is  necessary,  the  name  of  the  pen- 
sioner must  have  been  legally  stricken  from  the  rolls,  and  I  have  shown  that  there  could 
oot  have  been  any  le^al  striking  or  dropping  of  pensioner's  name  from  the  rolls  except 
by  authority  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  and  then  only  upon  proof  of  the  disloyalty 
of  the  pensioner.  Tlie  law  oflScer  of  the  Government  has  construed  the  act  of  February 
4,  1^*612,  as  an  order  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  strike  from  the  pension  rolls  the 
names  of  disloyal  pensioneis;  as  an  order  not  to  strike  from  the  rolls  the  names  of  loyal 
pemnoners;  as  an  order  that  their  names  shall  remain  on  said  rolls,  and  that  they  shall 
be  paid.  This  opinion  clearly  declares  the  circular  order  of  ex -Commissioner  Barrett 
void  and  inoperative,  and  it  must,  therefore,  be  assumed  that  the  right  of  all  pensioners 
^'hose  names  were  stricken  from  the  rolls  under  said  order,  to  renewal  of  pension  and 
payment  of  arrears  remains  intact,  subject,  of  course,  to  the  condition  of  loyalty  or  dis- 
loyalty, as  the  evidence  may  show. 

Not  only  was  there  no  disloyalty  ^'established ''  in  this  case  when  said 
unlawful  order  was  made,  but  there  was  no  evidence  ou  Me  csiUm^Vvl^ 
loyalty  in  question.    As  already  said,  he  has  estabWaVved  \\\«»  \o^^«\\.^* 
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The  Department  fully  concurs  with  the  decision  in  the  case  of  Fellanny 
as  being  eminently  sound  and  just.  The  views  therein  expressed  appear 
to  have  controlled  the  Pension  Bureau  and  the  Department  until  tbey 
were  departed  from  in  the  present  case.  The  dropping  of  pensioner's 
name  from  the  roll,  and  the  consequent  reduction  of  rate  for  the  period 
above  indicated,  having  been  without  warrant  of  law  or  practice,  and 
in  contravention  of  both,  and  especially  of  the  law  as  construed  and 
the  practice  as  announced  and  directed  by  the  Department  in  the  case 
of  Fellanny,  and  the  pensioner  having  established  his  loyalty,  the 
adverse  action  of  your  Bureau  and  the  said  decision  of  July  13,  1894, 
are  overruled,  and  you  will  allow  him  arrears  for  the  said  period  in 
accordance  with  the  foregoing,  unless  it  be  clearly  shown  that  his  disa- 
bility from  the  causes  originally  accepted  was  such  during  the  period 
in  question  as  to  entitle  him  to  a  less  rate  than  the  total  of  his  rank. 


marriage-section  4t06,  revised  statutes-maryland  laws.     [ 

Lettie  Hawkins  (colored). 

■ 

1:  Title  to  pension  in  the  widow  of  a  colored  soldier  is  dependent  upon  section  4705, 
Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States,  if  the  soldier  died  by  reason  of  wounds, 
injuries,  casualties,  or  disease  received  or  contracted  in  the  military  or  naval  service 
of  the  United  States. 

2.  Where  such  widow  applies  under  section  3  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  section  47(6, 

Revised  Statutes,  has  no  application,  and  the  widow  must  prove  her  marriage  by 
lex  loci. 

3.  The  laws  of  Maryland  do  not  recognize  marriages  under  common-law  rules.     (Den- 

nison  v.  Dennison,  35  Md.,  361.) 

Assistant    Secretary   John    M,  Reynolds    to    the    Coinmimoner    of   Pensions, 

June  29,  1895. 

m 

The  issue  presented  in  this  claim  involves  validity  of  a  second  mar- 
riage. These  are  the  facts,  all  of  which,  with  one  exception,  are 
admitted  by  the  claimant: 

Soldier,  John  Hawkins,  enlisted  in  Company  B,  Twenty-third  United 
States  Colored  Troops,  in  January,  ISCA  ;  was  honorably  discharged  in 
November,  1865,  and  died  in  June,  1888.  Claimant  filed  her  declara- 
tion in  August,  1890,  alleging  marriage  to  soldier  at  Port  Tobacco,  Md., 
in  1867,  by  ''  Parson  Mitchell." 

Claimant  admits  she  was  married  prior  to  this  and  to  one  Clem.  Ford, 
this  first  marriage  taking  place  at  Port  Tobacco,  Md.,  June  15,  1853. 

Claimant  alleges  she  lived  with  Ford  as  his  wife  from  1853  to  1863, 
when  said  Ford  deserted  her.  She  had  four  children  by  Ford.  It  is 
shown  that  Ford  now  lives  in  Charles  County,  Md.  Ml  parties  inter- 
ested  lived  during  their  Jives  within  t\\e  Stale  oi  ^laT>5\i30[v^. 
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Ford  testifies  on  special  examination  that  he  was  married  to  claimant 
at  Port  Tobacco,  Md.,  by  an  Episcopal  minister  named  Mitchell,  and 
that  claimant  ran  with  other  men  and  finally  deserted  him.  No  divorce 
was  ever  secured.  It  is  established  that  Ford  and  claimant  were  mar- 
ried by  ceremony  and  by  Reverend  Mitchell.  Claimant's  statement 
therefore  that  she  was  married  to  soldier  bv  Reverend  Mitchell  is  an 
evasion  and  a  falsehood,  as  she  subsequently  admits,  declaring  she  only 
took  up  with  soldier  and  no  marriage  ceremony  was  ever  performed 
with  him.  Her  statement  that  Ford  abandoned  her  is  in  conflict  with 
Ford*s  statement  that  claimant  abandoned  him. 

The  alleged  widow's  claim  is  filed  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

Several  issues  are  raised  : 

1.  Are  the  provisions  of  section  4706,  Revised  Statutes,  applicable  to 
claiB^s  filed  under  act  of  June  27,  1890? 

2.  Was  claimant's  marriage  to  first  husband  confirmed  under  Mary- 
land law  ? 

3.  Are  marriages  at  common  law  recognized  in  the  State  of  Maryland? 
As  this  claimant  filed  her  claim  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of 

June  27,  1890,  her  status  is  determined  under  section  3  of  that  act. 
Neither  this  law  nor  this  section  makes  either  a  soldier's  title  or  that 
of  his  widow  dependent  upon  the  incurrence  by  soldier  of  wounds, 
injuries,  or  disease  in  the  service,  or  death  as  a  result  of  such  disabili- 
ties. The  express  language  of  section  4705,  Revised  Statutes,  restricts 
title  in  the  case  of  "  the  widows  of  colored  *  *  *  soldiers,"  to 
cases  where  such  soldier  **  has  died,  or  shall  hereafter  die,  by  reason  of 
wounds  or  injuries,  or  casualty  received,  or  disease  contracted,  in  the 
military  or  naval  service  of  the  United  States." 

It  is  not  even  alleged  that  soldier's  death  in  June,  1888,  was  due  to 
aoy  cause  of  service  origin. 

It  is  therefore  clear  that  section  4705,  Revised  Statutes,  can  have  no 
application  to  claims  filed  under  section  3,  act  of  June  27,  1890.  In 
such  cases  the  widow's  right  does  not  depend  upon  her  husband's  death 
by  reason  of  a  cause  originating  in  or  due  to  his  army  service.  Her 
title  is  dependent  upon  a  showing  that — 

1.  She  is  the  lawful  widow  of  the  soldier; 

2.  That  she  is  without  other  means  of  support  than  her  daily  labor; 
.'5.  That  she  married  the  soldier  prior  to  June  27,  1890 ; 

4.  That  she  prove  her  husband's  death,  it  being  unnecessary  to  prove 
that  death  was  the  result  of  his  army  service,  and 

5.  That  the  soldier  had  received  an  honorable  discharge. 

It  being  therefore  apparent  that  claimant  may  not  depend  upon  sec- 
tion 4705,  Revised  Statutes,  to  establish  the  validity  of  her  marriage  to 
soldier  she  must  establish  a  marriage  under  the  provisions  of  lex  loci 
B3  provided  in  section  2,  act  of  August  7,  1882,  whiei\\  prov\4^^\ 
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Tliat  marriages,  except  such  as  are  mentioDed  in  section  forty-seven  hundred  and  five 
of  the  Revised  Statutes,  shall  be  proven  in  pension  cases  to  be  legal  marriages  aooording 
to  the  law  of  the  place  where  the  parties  resided  at  the  time  of  marriage  or  at  the  time 
when  the  right  to  pension  accrued.     ♦    *    * 

Claimant's  marriage  was  not  one  of  such  as  are  mentioned  in  section 
4705,  Revised  Statutes.     All  of  the  parties  interested  were  residents  of 
the  State  of  Maryland.     Claimant's  marriage  to  her  first  husband,  Ford, 
was  celebrated  as  required  by  the  laws  of  Maryland.     Claimant's  first 
husband  is  still  alive  and  a  resident  of  Charles  County,  Md.    There 
has  never  been  a  divorce.     Claimant  lived  with  Ford  as  his  wife  from 
the  date  she  was  married  to  him  by  Rev.  Richard  Mitchell,  in  June, 
1853,  to  1866,  when  she  deserted  him.     There  does  not  appear  to  have 
been  a  ratification  of  this  marriage  as  provided  by  the  act  of  1867, 
Revised  Code  of  Maryland.     It  may  be  conceded,  then,  that  claimant 
was  in  a  position  to  marry  the  soldier.     It  is  conceded  that  no  marriage 
ceremony  was  performed.     Claimant  admits  this  and  alleges  that  sol- 
dier simply  treated  her  as  his  wife.     Slavery  was  abolished  by  statute 
in  Maryland  in  December,  1864.     Therefore,  in  1866,  not  only  by  reason 
of  nonratification  of  the  slave  union,  but  for  the  additional  reason  that 
claimant  and  soldier  were  in  the  position  of  citizens  of  that  State,  they 
were  subject  to  the  right  to  contract  a  matrimonial  alliance  under  the 
laws  of  that  State.     Did  they  do  this  ?     I  hold  that  they  did  not.     Their 
union  was  one  under  common-law  rules ;  there  was  no  license  procured, 
no  publication  of  banns,  no  cei-emony  ;  at  best  it  was  a  union  per  verba 
de  prsesenti.     Do  the  laws  of  Maryland  recognize  as  valid  such  a  mar- 
riage?    The  leading  case  on  this  subject  is  that  of  Dennison  v,  Den- 
nison  (35  Md.,  361),  decided  by  the  Supreme  Court  March  15,  1872. 

This  was  a  case  in  which  the  plaintiff*,  alleging  herself  to  be  the 
widow  of  Dennison,  brought  an  action  against  the  administrator  of  his 
estate  to  recover  one-half  the  personal  property  of  the  decedent.  No 
ceremonial  marriage  of  the  parties  was  alleged,  but  it  was  alleged  that 
on  January  17,  1863,  there  was  made  and  entered  into  a  mutual  agree- 
ment of  marriage  between  them,  and  that  in  pursuance  thereof  they 
lived  and  cohabited  as  husband  and  wife  and  held  themselves  out  to 
the  world  as  such,  and  were  so  recognized  by  their  neighbors  until  the 
husband's  death  four  years  afterwards. 

In  rendering  judgment  in  this  case,  the  court  said  inter  alia: 

By  canon  law  of  Europe,  founded  mainly  upon  the  Roman  civil  law,  prior  to  Council 
of  Trent  in  the  sixteenth  century,  the  contract  of  marriage  was  regarde<l  as  simply  of  a 
consensual  nature,  only  differing  from  other  contracts  in  its  being  indissoluble  even  by 
tliL'  consent  of  the  parties. 

In  form  a  contract  per  verba  de  pra^senti,  or  a  promise  per  verba  de  future  cum  copula, 
constituted  a  valid  marriage  without  the  oflSces  of  a  priest  till  the  decrees  of  the  Oouncil 
of  Trent,  which  required  the  intervention  of  the  parish  priest  to  give  validity  to  the 
marriage. 

The  promise  per  verba  de  futuro  cum  copula,  when  followed  by  carnal  interooarse^  was 
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cousidered  as  equiralent,  in  legal  effect,  to  the  contract  per  verba  de  prjesenti.  In  the 
matriiuonial  law,  as  administered  by  the  canonist,  it  was  a  maxim  consensus  non  conca- 
bitus  facit  naptias;  and  this  remains  the  law  to  the  present  day  in  some  parts  of  Europe 
wbere  the  civil  law  and  canon  law  prevail,  and  where  the  decrees  of  the  Ck>uncil  of  Trent 
have  not  been  accepted,  as  in  Scotland.     (Dalrymple  v.  Dalrymple,  2  Hag.  C.  Kep.,  54.) 

Bnt  the  civil  and  canon  law,  as  such,  never  had  force  in  England.  From  all  the 
common-law  authorities  it  would  appear  that  the  contract  per  verba  de  prasenti  or  per 
verba  de  futnro  cum  copula  could  be  carried  into  effect  and  execution  by  the  ecclesiastical 
courts.  But,  until  such  contract  was  sanctioned  by  religious  ceremony  duly  performed, 
the  marriage  was  incomplete  and  did  not  confer  the  civil  rights  incident  to  the  married 
state.  *  *  *  It  is  true  the  common  law  of  England  has  been  adopted  by  the  people 
of  this  State,  but  only  so  far  as  it  could  be  made  to  fit  and  adjust  itself  to  our  local 
ciicamstances  and  peculiar  institutions. 

The  ecclesiastical  policy  of  England  forms  no  part  of  the  common  law  as  we  have 
adopted  it.  We  liave  in  our  system  no  tribunal,  as  in  England,  clothed  with  power  and 
jarisdiction  to  enforce  the  solemnization  of  marriage  between  parties  contracting  per 
rerha  de  pra^senti.  *  *  *  We  think  we  are  safe  in  saying  that  there  never  has  been 
a  time  in  the  history  of  this  State,  whether  before  its  independence  of  Great  Britain  or 
since,  when  some  ceremony  or  celebration  was  not  deemed  necessary  to  a  valid  marriage. 
In  the  early  days  of  the  province  it  was  not  absolutely  necessary'  that  a  minister  of 
religion  .should  officiate.  A  judge  or  a  magistrate  oould  perform  the  ceremony,  but  still 
in  all  cases  some  formal  celebration  was  required.     (Act  of  1715,  ch.  44,  sec.  24.) 

A  marriage  oontract-ed  in  this  State  merely  per  verba  de  praesenti,  or  per  verba  de  futuro 
cum  copula,  has  no  sanction  in  our  law,  whatever  may  be  the  law  upon  this  subject 
elsewhere. 

I  am  certain  that  the  right  of  each  State  to  enact  its  own  marriage 
and  divorce  laws  and  to  exercise  control  of  the  domestic  status  of  its 
citizens  has  never  been  disputed.  (Stewart  on  Husband  and  Wife,  sec. 
9 ;  Stone  v,  Gazzam,  46  Ala.,  269 ;  Patterson  v,  Gaines,  6  How.,  U.  S., 
550.)  The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  the  cases  of  Mcister 
r.  Moore  (96  U.  S.,  76),  and  Meister  v.  Bissell  (id.,  83),  has  held  that 
the  decision  of  the  highest  court  of  a  State  construing  the  marriage 
laws  of  that  State  binds  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States ;  and 
in  the  case  of  Leffingwell  v.  Warren  (2  Black,  U.  S.,  599),  it  was  held 
that  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  will  follow  the  latest  set- 
tled decision  of  the  highest  State  court. 

The  case  cited  herein  in  support  of  the  finding  of  law  was  decided 
by  the  highest  court  of  the  State  of  Maryland.  It  is  the  leading  case, 
and  I  have  been  unable,  after  a  careful  investigation  of  the  decisions 
in  this  State,  to  find  that,  up  to  the  present  date,  any  departure  has 
been  made  from  the  finding  in  the  case  of  Dennison  v,  Dennison. 

It  is  true  that  the  courts  of  Maryland  have  held  that  proof  as  to 
general  reputation  is  admissible  to  show  marriage,  but  the  courts  unques- 
tionably intended  to  restrict  such  evidence  to  proof  of  the  fact  of  mar- 
riage itself.  (28  Md.,  607;  38  Md.,  93.)  Such  proof  must  be  to  the 
eflect  that  the  marriage  was  duly  and  legally  contracted  according 
to  the  law  of  the  place  or  country  in  which  it  occurred.  (Ibid.)  It  is 
therefore  apparent  that  while  this  claimant  was  in  a  poaitVonYiO  cavi\it^QX» 
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a  lawful  marriage  with  the  soldier  in  1866,  no  such  celebration  of  mar- 
riage took  place  as  could  be  considered  lawful  and  legal  under  the  laws 
of  the  State  of  Maryland.  I  therefore  hold  that  claimant  was  not  the 
lawful  widow  of  the  soldier,  and  that  section  4705,  Revised  Statutes, 
has  no  application  to  her  claim  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890.  Your 
rejection  of  the  claim  for  pension  was  correct.  It  is  therefore  affirmed 
on  appeal. 

practice-affidavits-order  no.  889. 
Jacob  Van  Marteb. 

The  statement  by  the  affiant,  in  an  affidavit,  that  his  testimony  therein  vma  written  or 
prepared  for  typewriting  (as  the  case  may  be)  in  his  presence  and  from  his  oral  dec- 
larations then  made,  and  giving  the  time  when,  plaoe  where,  and  name  of  person 
to  whom  such  declarations  were  made,  and  that  he  did  not  use  and  was  not  aided 
or  prompted  by  any  written  or  printed  statements  or  recitals,  prepared  or  dictated 
by  any  other  person  and  not  attached  as  an  exhibit  to  his  testimony,  most  be,  nnder 
Order  No.  229,  written  and  may  not  be  printed. 

Assistant   Secretary  John    M,    Reynolds   to    the  Commissioner    of  Pensions^ 

June  29,  1895. 

On  October  23,  1894,  this  claimant's  attorney  was  informed  by  com- 
munication from  your  Bureau  that  certain  affidavits  ifiled  in  his  claim 
(Certificate  No.  554,727)  May  5,  1894,  "  do  not  conform  to  the  require- 
ments of  Order  No.  229.  The  statements  pursuant  to  said  order  should 
all  be  written,  and  in  their  (affiants')  presence  and  from  his  or  their  oral 
statements  then  made." 

He  contends  in  this  appeal,  filed  April  11,  1895,  that  "  the  rule  does 
not  require  the  formal  statements  to  be  written  out,  but  it  does  require 
the  gist  thereof  which  is  not  formal  to  be  so  written.  The  affidavits 
were  prepared  in  strict  conformity  to  the  rule.  The  part  formal  was 
printed,  and  when,  where,  and  to  whom  the  statements  were  made,  was 
written  out.'' 

Order  No.  229  requires,  inter  alia,  that  "all  statements  affi}cting  the 
particular  case  and  not  merely  formal,  must  be  written  or  prepared  to  be 
typewritten  in  the  presence  of  the  witness,  and  from  his  oral  declara- 
tions then  made  to  the  person  who  then  reduces  the  testimony  to  writing, 
or  then  prepares  the  same  to  be  typewritten.  And  such  testimony  must 
embody  a  statement  by  the  witness  that  such  testimony  was  all  written 
or  prepared  for  typewriting  (as  the  case  may  be)  in  his  presence,  and 
only  from  his  oral  statements  then  made,  stating  also  the  time,  place, 
and  person,  when,  where,  and  to  whom  he  made  such  oral  statements, 
and  that  in  making  the  same  he  did  not  use  and  was  not  aided  or 
prompted  by  any  written  or  printed  statements  or  recital  prepared  or 
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dictated  by  any  other  person  and  not  attached  as  an  exhibit  to  his 
testimony." 

Said  order  establishes  the  admissibility  of  affidavits  as  evidence.    To 
be  admissible  they  must  not  only  have  been,  except  as  to  formal  mat- 
ters, written  (or  prepared  for  typewriting)  in  the  presence  of  the  affiant, 
and  their  statements  taken  from  his  oral  declarations  then  made,  but 
the  affiant  must  state  the  affidavit  was  so  prepared,  the  time  when, 
place  where,  and  person  to  whom  he  made  such  declarations,  and  that 
he  was  not  aided  or  prompted,  etc.     The  competency  of  the  affidavit 
as  an  instrument  of  evidence  depends  upon  whether  the  affiant  has 
executed  it  in  the  manner  required  by  this  order,  and  the  facts  as  to  its 
execution  must  be  shown  in  the  manner  required  by  the  order.     The 
order  expressly  provides  that  the  "  testimony  "  contained  in  the  affidavit 
"embody"  these  statements  as  to  the  preparation  of  the  affidavit. 
They  are  substantial  and  not  formal  statements,  for  the  right  to  have 
the  affidavit  admitted  in  evidence  depends  upon  these  facts  as  to  its 
execution,  and  the  affiant's  statement  of  such  facts  must  be  written. 

Your  refusal  to  admit  in  evidence  the  affidavits  above  mentioned 
was  proper,  and  your  action  is  affirmed. 


date— decl.auation-act  june  «7,  1890-minor. 
Thomas  H.  McKee's  Minor. 

Where  an  application  of  a  minor  for  pension  under  the  act  of  Jane  27,  1890,  is  filed  on 
the  sixteenth  birthday  of  such  child  thero  is  no  period  for  which  pension  may  be 
allowed  thereunder,  as  such  minor  is  not  then  under  16  years  old,  and  in  such  case 
it  is  of  no  avail  if  the  exact  hour  of  filing  such  application  is  shown  to  precede  the 
exact  hour  of  the  sixteenth  anniversary  of  such  child's  birth,  fractions  of  a  day  not 
being  recognized  in  such  cases. 

Assigtant    Secretury  John    M,   Reynolds    to    the    Commissioner    of  PensionSy 

June  29 J  1895. 

My  decision  of  May  11,  1895,  in  this  case,  in  which  the  action  of  the 
Bureau  was  reversed,  was  rendered  without  having  the  papers  before 
me,  and  under  the  misapprehension  tliat  the  question  at  issue  was  the 
same  as  that  involved  in  the  case  of  the  minors  of  Thomas  W.  Baugher 
(7  P.  D.,  433),  and  was  controlled  by  the  ruling  therein  of  April  17, 1895. 

In  your  communication  returning  said  decision  and  transmitting  the 
papers  you  call  attention  to  the  fact  that  the  claim  is  for  a  minor^s  pen- 
sion under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  and  the  same  was  rejected  because 
the  declaration  was  hied  after  the  child  became  1C>  yeate>  o^  tv^^.  \J\i<\fe^ 
tJjj's  statement  the  decision  of  May  11  is  withdvawtv  and  axv\i\3[Wv\vi, 
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The  lacis  as  presented  by  the  papers  in  this  case  are  as  follows : 

Application  for  pension  under  act  of  June  27,  1890,  by  Gabriel  Zim- 
merman, as  guardian  of  the  minor  child  of  Thomas  H.  McKee,  late  of 
Company  E,  Fourth  Minnesota  Infantry,  was  filed,  according  to  the 
date  stamped  thereon,  May  24, 1893.  Except  the  record  of  the  soldier's 
service  and  of  the  date  of  birth  of  the  child  there  is  no  evidence  on 
file.  The  claim  was  rejected  June  16,  1894,  on  the  ground  of  "no  title, 
child  over  16  years  of  age  at  date  of  filing  claim.'' 

In  the  declaration  it  is  stated  that  the  minor  child  is  suffering  from 
atrophy  of  right  leg  due  to  spinal  disease,  and  after  the  rejection  of  the 
claim  the  attorney,  H.  8.  Berlin,  sent  you  a  communication  in  which 
he  stated  that  the  claim  was  made  for  the  purpose  of  securing  the  bene- 
fits of  the  proviso  to  the  third  section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  in 
behalf  of  an  insane,  idiotic,  or  permanently  helpless  child.  He  further 
asserted  that  the  claim  was  actually  filed  in  the  Bureau  before  12  o'clock 
noon,  on  the  23d  day  of  May,  1893,  and  before  the  child  was  16  years 
of  age,  he  having  been  born,  as  shown  by  the  Bible  record,  at  8  o'clock 
p.  m.,  on  that  date.  In  the  meantime  the  attorney  had  filed  affidavits 
by  himself  and  a  clerk  in  his  office  to  the  effect  that  the  application 
had  been  actually  received  in  the  morning  of  May  23,  1893,  and  had 
been  taken  at  once  to  the  Bureau  and  filed  before  12  o'clock,  noon. 

In  reply  to  this  communication  the  attorney  was  informed  that  accord- 
ing to  the  evidence  the  child  became  16  years  old  on  May  22,  1893,  and 
was  accordingly  over  that  age  when  the  claim  was  filed,  and  had  no 
title.  He  now  enters  an  appeal,  insisting  that  the  evidence,  which 
shows  the  claim  was  filed  in  the  morning  of  May  23, 1893,  and  the  child 
was  born  in  the  evening  of  that  day,  should  be  accepted  to  show  that 
the  claim  was  filed  before  the  child  became  16  years  old,  so  as  to  give 
him  title  to  pension.  He  states  that  there  are  laws  which  recognize 
fractions  of  days,  and  these  should  control  in  computing  the  age  of  the 
child  and  in  fixing  the  date  of  filing  the  claim. 

As  heretofore  stated,  the  stamp  of  the  Bureau  on  the  declaration 
indicates  that  it  was  filed  on  May  24, 1893,  but  a  copy  of  a  letter  written 
to  the  attorney  appears  to  concede  that  the  actual  date  of  filing  was 
May  23,  1893,  as  sworn  to  bj'  the  attorney  and  his  clerk.  This  being 
true,  the  pension  to  the  minor,  if  allowed,  would  commence  from  that 
date  under  the  said  act  of  June  27,  1890,  and  continue  until  he  was 
16  years  of  age  (or  during  his  life  should  it  be  shown  that  he  is  per- 
manently helpless).  But  the  basis  of  this  benefit,  conferred  in  the 
proviso  to  section  3  of  the  act,  is  that  the  minor  must  have  title  in  the 
fiist  instance  by  reason  of  minority.  The  grant  of  pension  in  the  act 
of  June  27, 1890,  as  well  as  under  the  general  law,  section  4702,  Revised 
Statutes,  is  to  a  child  or  children  under  16  j^ears  of  age.  The  Bureau 
in  its  practice  has  always  terminated  pension  to  minors  on  the  day  pre- 
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ceding  the  sixteenth  anniversary  of  its  birth,  becaase  it  is  held  that  it 
is  only  to  that  day  that  such  minors  can  be  regarded  as  under  1 6  years 
of  age  as  required  by  law.  On  the  sixteenth  birthday  the  minor  is  full 
16  years  old  and  not  under  that  age. 

This  practice  of  the  Bureau  being  strictly  according  to  the  law  and 
the  facts  in  such  cases  must  be  sustained,  and  in  this  case  the  minor 
child  must  be  held  to  have  become  16  years  old  on  the  22d  of  Ma}', 
1893,  unless  there  is  good  reason,  supported  by  law,  for  conceding  the 
position  taken  by  the  attorney  that  fractions  of  a  day  should  be  counted 
and  the  child  claimed  for  should  be  held  to  have  been  under  16 
years  old  when  the  claim  was  filed,  because  he  was  born  at  an  hour  of 
the  day  subsequent  to  that  at  which  the  application  was  placed  in  the 
Boreaa.  But  this  concession  can  not  be  made,  for  besides  such  calcu- 
lation in  computing  the  minor's  age  being  contrary  to  all  precedent  in 
the  practice,  as  already  pointed  out,  it  is  contrary  to  all  general  law  as 
regards  the  recognition  of  fractions  of  a  day. 

"Written  instructions  generally  take  effect  from  the  day  of  their  date. 
A  day  is  generally,  but  not  always,  regarded  as  a  point  of  time,  and 
fractions  will  not  be  recognized.  In  general,  it  is  sufficient  to  insert 
the  day,  month,  and  year,  but  in  recording  deeds,  and  in  Pennsylvania 
in  noting  the  receipt  of  a  fi.  fa.,  the  hour  and  minute  of  reception  must 
be  given."     (Bouvier's  Law  Diet.,  1,  424.) 

It  is  only  in  particular  instances,  specified  in  some  particular  law, 
that  fractions  of  a  day  can  be  recognized,  and  it  is  a  matter  of  necessity 
that  as  regards  the  date  of  filing  a  paper  in  the  Bureau  and  in  com- 
puting ages  of  children  the  general  rule,  as  above  cited,  must  be  fol- 
lowed.    It  is  rare  that  the  hour  and  minute  of  such  filing  or  of  the 
birth  of  a  child  can  be  fixed,  and  to  attempt  to  adjudicate  claims  on 
such  a  basis  would  lead  to  incalculable  delay  and  confusion.     And 
because,  in  this  particular  case,  the  particular  time  can  be  shown  there 
is  no  good  reason  or  authority  of  law  for  recognizing  the  fractions  of  a 
day.    The  case  must  be  controlled  by  the  general  rule  of  practice  and 
of  precedent. 

Under  the  most  favorable  view  of  the  evidence  then,  the  claim  was 
filed  May  23,  1893,  when  pension  must  commence,  if  at  all,  and  the 
child  became  16  years  old  on  May  22,  1893,  in  contemplation  of  the 
pension  laws,  so  that  the  claim  was  filed  after  the  child  became  16 
years  of  age,  and  there  is  no  period  for  which  pension  could  be  allowed* 
The  rejection  of  the  claim  on  that  ground  was,  therefore,  correct, 
and  the  same  is  affirmed. 
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heclarations  under  act  of  june  27,  isro-senility. 

Jacob  Rink  el. 

1.  Where  a  declaration  made  for  pension  under  the  second  section  of  the  act  of  JaQe27, 

1890,  indicates  that  the  applicant  is  under  the  age  of  75  years,  and  no  disabling 
cause  is  alleged  therein,  such  declaration  is  insufficient. 

2.  Where  a  declaration  filed  under  said  act  contains  no  allegation  as  to  any  disabling 

cause,  except  that  applicant  is  75  years  of  age  or  over,  such  allegation  of  age  will  be 
held  to  be  a  sufficient  allegation  of  disability. 

3.  A  declaration  alleging  age^  whether  over  or  under  75  years,  and  disability  which  maj 

be  accepted  as  the  natural  pathological  result  of  senility,  will  be  held  to  he  good 
under  said  act. 

4.  A  declaration  under  said  act  alleging  disabling  causes  which  are  clearly  pathological 

results  of  senility  will  be  good  without  a  formal  all^ation  of  age. 

Assistant   Secretary   John    M.    Reynolds    to    ike    Commissioner    of  Pensiom^ 

Jvly  6y  1895. 

The  application  for  pension  was  filed  in  this  claim  September  17, 1891. 
The  necessary  formal  allegations  were  set  forth,  and  in  addition  thereto 
the  claimant  alleged  that  he  was  68  years  of  age  and  was  unable  to 
earn  a  support  by  manual  labor  by  reason  of  failing  sight  and  hearing, 
asthma,  palpitation  of  the  heart,  and  general  weakness.  You  rejected 
this  claim  in  December,  1893,  on  the  ground  that  soldier  was  not  ratably 
disabled  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890.  Additional 
evidence  being  filed  and  considered  by  your  Bureau  the  ground  of  rejec- 
tion was  adhered  to  in  March,  1895.  It  is  from  this  action  that  claimant 
appeals,  contending  that  he  is  unable  to  perform  labor  of  any  kind  on 
account  of  the  disabilities  alleged  and  others  set  forth  in  the  appeal. 

The  records  of  the  War  Department  show  the  requisite  period  of  service. 
He  was  medically  examined  in  November,  1891 ;  he  was  then  found  to 
be  68  years  of  age,  and  was  rated  y^  on  account  of  disability  incident  to 
senility.  In  April,  1893,  a  test  medical  examination  was  held.  At  this 
examination  he  was  found  to  be  70  years  of  age  and  was  rated  for  disa- 
bilities also  the  natural  incidents  of  senility.  Testimony  of  witnesses 
in  the  case  is  to  the  effect  that  the  claimant  is  wholly  unable  to  perform 
manual  labor  on  account  of  general  debility  and  diseases  incident  to 
old  age.  It  appears,  therefore,  that  claimant  is  now  about  72  years  of 
age.  The  relation  of  height  to  weight  does  not  show  a  condition  of 
debility.  Claimant  is  said  to  be  5  feet  4  inches  in  height  and  weighs 
140  pounds.  The  most  s<»rious  of  his  disabilities  is  deafness,  which  is 
not  a  material  feature  in  incapacitating  one  from  earning  a  support  by 
manual  labor.  The  question  then  arises,  does  age  alone  or  disabilities 
incident  to  old  age,  if  unalleged,  warrant  allowance  of  pension  in 
claims  under  this  law  w'here  age  alone  is  alleged  ? 

On  September  2,  1893,  you  issued  Order  No.  241,  wherein  it  was  held 
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that  "  in  cases  in  which  pensioner  has  reached  the  age  of  75  years,  his 
rate  should  not  be  disturbed  if  he  is  receiving  the  maximum,  and  if  he 
IB  not  a  pensioner  he  should  receive  the  maximum  for  senility  alone,  if 
there  are  no  special  pensionable  disabilities  showu.'' 

In  this  particular  case  the  pensioner's  age  does  not  bring  him  within 
the  scope  of  your  order  of  September  2,  1893,  nor  do  the  disabilities 
found  upon  examination  show  such  impairment  of  ability  to  earn  a 
support  by  manual  labor  as  would  warrant  a  rate  under  the  act  of  June 
27,  1890.  Your  rejection  of  the  claim  was,  therefore,  proper,  and  is 
affirmed  on  appeal. 

But  I  deem  it  advisable  in  view  of  the  issues  herein  presented  to  lay 
down  the  following  proposition  which  should  be  applied  in  the  consid- 
eration of  claims  of  this  character.  In  a  decision  recently  rendered  in 
the  claim  of  Charles  J.  Bryant  (7  P.  D.,  299),  I  sustained  the  prac- 
tice of  your  Bureau  relative  to  the  adjudication  of  claims  under  this 
law  in  so  far  as  date  of  commencement  and  general  character  of  dec- 
larations were  concerned.  I  also  feel  certain  that  the  practice  of  your 
Bureau,  indicated  by  Order  No.  241,  was  just  and  proper,  and  I  there- 
fore  hold : 

1.  That  if  no  disabilities  are  alleged  in  a  declaration  under  this  law, 
and  the  declaration  indicates  that  the  claimant  is  under  the  age  of  75 
years,  said  declaration  is  insufficient  and  void. 

2.  If  a  declaration  sets  forth  that  the  claimant  is  75  years  of  age 
and  no  disabilities  are  alleged,  the  allegation  of  age  alone  will  be  held 
sufficient  and  a  declaration  will  be  held  to  be  good  (age  being  satis- 
factorily shown). 

3.  If  age  be  alleged,  however,  whether  over  or  under  75  years,  and 
disabilities  are  also  alleged  in  the  declaration  which  may  be  accepted 
as  the  natural  pathological  results  of  senility,  the  declaration  will  be 
held  to  be  good. 

4.  If  disabling  causes  are  alleged  which  are  clearly  indicative  of 
senility  as  pathological  results,  the  declaration  will  be  good  without  a 
formal  allegation  of  age. 

Age  should  either  be  set  out  somewhere  in  the  body  of  the  declara- 
tion or  incapacity  for  labor  by  reason  of  age  be  indicated  by  a  specifi- 
cation of  the  recognized  disabilities  incident  to  senility.  In  either  event 
the  declaration  will  be  held  to  be  sufficient,  title  being  dependent  upon 
the  extent  to  which  age  or  its  results  incapacitates  the  claimant  for  the 
performance  of  manual  labor  in  a  degree  which  the  law  recognizes  as 
interfering  with  capacity  to  earn  a  support. 

I  take  the  ground  that  the  allegation  of  age  in  a  declaration  need 
not  necessarily  be  made  in  the  place  where  disabilities  or  causes  which 
are  conceived  to  lead  to  pensionable  title  are  usually  enumerated,  nor 
need  age  necessarily  be  set  forth  in  the  place  assigned  iot  t\i^  ^\^^\AsycL 
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of  age.  A  declaration  is  in  law*  simply  a  specification  of  the  circmn- 
stances  which  constitute  the  cause  of  action,  and  it  would  therefore 
seem  to  be  immaterial  in  what  part  of  the  declaration  these  causes  or 
grounds  are  set  forth,  if  they  appear  on  the  face  of  the  declaration  and 
give  notice  to  the  other  party  of  the  grounds  relied  upon. 
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MINOR  BY  FOBM£R  WIFE-ACT  JUNE  37,  1800,  AND  SECTTION  4708, 

REVISED  STATUTES -DECLARATION. 

JosiE  Ann  Myers  (minor). 

1.  Section  4703,  Revised  Statutes,  applies  to  cases  arising  under  the  act  of  June  27, 

1890;  and  a  widow  pensioner  under  said  act  may  be  paid  $2  per  month  additional 
pension  on  jioconnt  of  a  child  of  her  deceased  husband  by  a  former  wife  during  such 
period  only  as  she  may  be  charged  with  its  maintenance. 

2.  Wliere  a  widow  in  her  declaration  for  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  claims 

additional  pension  on  account  of  a  minor  child  of  her  decease<l  husband  by  a  former 
wife  with  whose  maintenance  she  is  not  chained,  such  additional  pension  on  account 
of  su(;h  child  i\iay  be  allowed  to  commence  from  the  date  of  filing  such  declaration; 
but  such  additional  pension  will  not  be  paid  until  a  guardian  for  such  child  shall 
liaA'c  been  ai)iK)inted and  qualitied,  when  it  will  be  paid  to  such  guardian.  (Appeal 
of  Minoi"s  of  Simon  P.  Showalters,  7  P.  D.,  478.) 

Assiatant   Seci-eiary   John   M,    Reynolds    to    the    Commissioner   of  Pensions, 

July  6,  1895. 

On  July  14,  1890,  Mary  A.  Myers  filed  a  claim  (No.  328,228)  for 
pension,  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  as  widow  of  Parker  S.  Myers, 
Company  G,  Thirty-fifth  Ohio  Infantry.  She  claimed  additional  pension 
on  account  of  two  minor  children  of  her  deceased  husband,  one  of 
whom,  Josie  Ann  Myers,  was  a  child  by  a  former  wife. 

This  claim  was  allowed  except  as  to  the  additional  pension  claimed 
on  account  of  the  said  Josie  Ann  Myers. 

On  November  28,  1892,  said  child  filed  an  affidavit,  stating  she  had 
never  lived  with  or  been  under  the  care  or  in  the  custody  of  said  widow, 
but  had  lived  continuously  with  her  own  mother,  the  divorced  wife  of 
the  deceased;  and  asking  that  a  certificate  issue  in  her,  affiant's,  favor, 
allowing  her  82  per  month  from  ''July  24,  1890,"  to  "September  7, 
1892."  These  dates  are  evidently  erroneous;  the  references  being, 
manifestly,  to  July  14,  1890,  the  date  claim  of  widow  was  filed,  and 
September  H,  1893,  date  this  claimant  became  16  years  of  age. 

This  request  was  refused  by  you,  as  appears  from  a  letter  of  informa- 
tion to  that  eflfect  addressed  to  said  child  under  date  of  August  29, 
18,)4,  your  Bureau  holding,  as  appears  from  the  record,  that  said 
declaration  for  pension  filed  by  the  widow  "  can  not  be  accepted  as 
suiunenfc  application  on  the  part  of  said  c\ii\d  fox  a.  p^ti^Voti  m sxa 
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ight,  when  it  is  shown  that  the  stepmother  has  never  had  the  care, 
nstody,  or  maintenance  of  said  child,  as  she  had  no  right  or  authority 
0  file  an  application  on  its  account —  see  Order  No.  216." 

From  this  refusal  of  your  Bureau  to  issue  certificate  to  said  child  she 
ppeals,  contending  your  action  is  erroneous  in  law. 

This  is  a  claim  for  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  which  act, 
Ithough  providing  that  a  widow  pensioner  thereunder  "  shall  also  be 
aid  two  dollars  per  month  for  each  child,  *  *  *  under  sixteen 
ears  of  age,"  of  the  deceased  husband,  makes  no  provision  for  allow- 
ag  such  additional  pension  to  another  than  the  widow  for  the  child's 
enefit,  in  cases  where  the  child  was  by  a  former  wife  of  the  deceased 
nd  the  widow  is  not  charged  with  its  maintenance,  as  is  and  has  been 
Lnce  the  passage  of  the  act  of  July  27,  1868  (reenacted  substantially 
B  section  4703,  Revised  Statutes),  the  practice  under  the  general  law. 

The  Department  has  held,  however,  in  the  cases  of  James  A.  Hayes 
md  Adolph  Bernstein  (7  P.  D.,  190  and  229),  that  said  act  stands  in 
)ari  materia  to  other  existing  pension  laws,  and  all  must  be  construed 
together. 

It  is  a  well-established  rule  that  where  various  statutes  relate  to  the 
same  subject  all  are  to  be  taken  into  consideration  in  construing  any 
one  of  them,  and  that  all  acts  in  pari  materia  are  to  be  taken  together 
as  if  they  were  one  law.  If  a  thing  contained  in  a  subsequent  statute 
be  within  the  reason  of  a  former  statute,  it  shall  be  taken  to  be  within 
the  meaning  of  that  statute.     (U.  S.  v.  Freeman,  3  How.,  565.) 

Section  4703,  Revised  Statutes,  is  part  of  the  general  pension  law;  is 
of  general  application,  and  establishes  as  a  general  principle  and  rule 
that  the  additional  pension  of  $2  per  month,  allowable  on  account  of 
the  minor  child  of  a  deceased  soldier  or  sailor,  is  payable  to  the  widow, 
when  such  child  was  by  a  former  wife  and  not  by  the  widow  of  the 
ieceased,  only  during  such  period  as  she  may  be  charged  with  its 
naintenance. 

This  section  is  not  repealed  by  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  either 
lirectly  or,  it  is  believed,  by  necessary  implication;  for  the  reason 
rhich  nnderlies  the  provisions  of  said  section  exist  as  well  in  the  cases 
rising  under  said  act.  To  construe  this  act  literally  would  result  in 
llowing  the  widow  additional  pension  on  account  of  one  whose  main- 
enance  she  neither  has  in  fact  or  is  charged  with  legally.  It  is  not 
elieved  Congress  intended  so  radical  a  departure  from  the  established 
rinciple  of  the  general  pension  law,  or  to  create  an  anomaly  in  practice 
rhich  is  so  ill  founded  in  reason. 

It  is  therefore  held  that  section  4703,  Revised  Statutes,  applies  to 
ases  arising  under  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  and  that  a  widow  pensioner 
nder  said  act  may  be  paid  $2  per  month  additional  pension  on  a^oconnt 
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of  a  child  of  her  deceased  hasband  by  a  former  wife  only  during  such 
period  as  she  may  be  charged  with  its  maintenance. 

The  ground  upon  which  this  claim  was  rejected  can  not,  however,  be 
sustained.  The  case  comes  substantially  within  the  purview  of  the 
departmental  decision  of  February  27,  1895,  in  the  case  of  minors  of 
Simon  P.  Showalter,  in  which  it  was  held  that  "  under  the  act  of  June  i 
27,  1890,  a  minor  may  file  a  declaration  and  prosecute  his  claim  in  I 
person^  by  guardian,  or  by  next  friend,"  and  that  "before  payment  of 
pension  a  guardian  must  be  appointed,  and  when  qualified  to  act  the 
pension  should  be  paid  to  him,  as  in  practice  under  the  general  law." 

The  fact  the  widow  may  not  have  the  custody  or  maintenance  of  a 
minor  child  of  the  soldier  should  not  militate  against  such  child's 
interests  so  as  to  preclude  it  from  an  equal  enjoyment,  with  his  other 
children,  of  the  pension  which  the  law  has  provided  for  all  alike. 

The  widow  of  a  man  is,  presumably,  the  guardian  in  &ct  of  his  sur- 
viving minor  children;  and  she  has  a  primary  right  to  the  additional 
pension  provided  on  their  account.  She  has,  therefore,  the  primary 
right  to  file  a  claim  for  such  additional  pension,  and  it  being  a  claim 
made  essentially  for  their  benefit,  whether  pension  be  granted  to  her  or 
to  another  as  guardian  in  fact,  such  children  are  clearly  "in  court"  for 
the  purpose  of  securing  this  benefit. 

If,  however,  such  widow  claimant  is  not  charged  with  the  maintenance 
of  a  child  of  her  deceased  husband  by  a  former  wife,  payment  of  the 
additional  pension  allowed  on  its  account  should  not  be  made  until  a 
guardian  is  duly  appointed  and  is  qualified  to  act,  as  is  provided  in 
said  decision  in  the  case  above  cited,  of  the  Showalter  minors;  and 
when  such  guardian  has  been  appointed  and  qualified  the  pension 
granted  on  account  of  his  ward  and  paid  to  him  should  date  from  the 
filing  of  the  claim  by  the  widow  on  its  account. 

This  is  in  harmony  with  my  decision  in  the  fee  appeal  in  the  claim 
of  Sarah  Clark,  widow  (7  P.  D.,  47),  in  which  appeal  I  held  that 
"where  a  widow  claims  pension  for  herself  and  for  her  own  children, 
and  also  declares  for  a  child  by  a  former  wife,  the  claim  is  an  entirety, 
and  the  rights  of  all  the  parties  are  subject  to  a  single  adjudication." 
See  also  appeal  of  Hattie  G.  Dyer.     (7  P.  D.,  160.) 

Order  216,  above  referred  to  as  the  warrant  for  the  action  taken 
herein,  has  been  practically  nullified  and  abrogated  by  the  departmental 
decision  in  the  appeal  of  minors  of  Henry  Sander  (7  P.  D.,  324),  and 
by  that  in  the  Showalter  minors  case,  supra. 

Your  action  in  this  case  is  reversed  accordingly,  and  you  will  please 
allow  pension  on  account  of  appellant  in  accordance  with  the  views 
herein  expressed. 
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8srvic£-wab  of  1818— bvidsnce. 

William  Young 

Hie  rqeotion  of  this  claim  for  seryice  pension  nnder  the  act  of  March  9,  1878,  ia 
affirmed,  there  being  no  record  or  other  sufficient  evidence  that  claimant  rendered 
the  required  service  of  ^'  fourteen  days  in  the  war  with  Great  Britain  of  1812  "  as  a 
substitute. 

issistant   Secretary   John   M.    Reynolds   to   the  Commissioner   of  PerisionSy 

July  11 J  1895. 

This  claim  (No.  33,225)  for  pension  by  an  alleged  survivor  of  the 
Hrar  of  1812,  under  the  act  of  March  9,  1878,  was  rejected  June  4, 
1879,  "on  the  ground  that  the  record  fails  to  show  any  service  of 
claimant,  and  that  he  is  unable  to  furnish  parol  testimony  covering 
paragraph  3,  Ruling  No.  128. 

The  contention  of  the  appeal  is  that  the  claimant,  William  Young, 
took  the  place  and  performed  the  service  credited  to  James  Young,  of 
whose  service  there  is  a  record. 

There  is  no  evidence  on  file  to  support  the  allegation  that  claimant 
served  during  said  war  as  a  substitute  for  James  Young  or  for  any 
other  person.  There  is  no  record  evidence  of  his  alleged  service,  nor 
does  it  appear  that  any  land  warrant  has  been  granted  him.  One  com- 
rade only  has  testified  to  the  requisite  service  of  fourteen  days.  Para- 
graph 3,  of  Ruling  No.  61,  dated  June  27,  1868  (Digest  of  1886,  p.  443), 
and  Practice  of  Pension  Office,  1882  (106),  provides: 

In  pension  cases  where  the  record  fails  to  show  service,  parol  proof  of  the  service  wiU 
be  received  from  comrades  who  served  in  the  same  company  with  the  claimant,  provided 
there  is  a  record  of  the  service  of  claimant's  company,  and  of  the  service  of  the  wit- 
in  said  company  at  the  time  claimant's  service  is  alleged  to  have  heen  rendered. 


It  appears  that  it  has  been  uniformly  the  practice,  under  the  para- 
^ph  just  quoted,  to  require  satisfactory  affidavits  of  at  least  two  com- 
ades  of  claimant's  company.  The  affidavits  of  two  persons  who  were 
lot  members  of  the  company  in  which  service  is  alleged  to  have  been 
endered,  submitted  by  claimant,  can  not  be  considered.  There  being 
Lo  sufficient  evidence  of  the  alleged  service,  the  rejection  of  the  claim 
s  affirmed  in  accordance  with  the  foregoing. 


FBB— BEFUNBMISNT—ATTORNSTS* 

Martin  Metoalf  (attorney). 
Mtlon  Angel  (claimant). 

nie  Bmeaa  of  Penslona  has  no  authority  to  demand  the  lefandment  of  a  fee  exoepi 
where  the  record  shows  one  has  heen  aUowed  and  paid  through  error,  tend,  or  mis- 
take, or  where  one  haa  been  legally  Allowed,  bat  paid  to  an  atiton«;f  IM^«Il^i>Sml 
ibeneto. 


\ 
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Assistant  Secretary   John   M,   Reynolds  to   the    Commissioner   of  PensionSj 

July  11 J  1896. 


I 


In  this  case  (Certificate  No.  160,676)  the  appellant,  Martin  Metcalf, 
of  Battle  Creek,  Mich.,  was  employed  as  attorney  by  the  pensioner, 
Mylon  Angel,  late  of  Company  F,  Nineteenth  Michigan  Volunteer  * 
Infantry,  in  his  claim  for  increase  under  the  general  law.  The  claim  I 
was  allowed  for  pensioned  disability  under  Buling  No.  245.  No  fee 
was  certified  to  the  appellant,  a«  the  allowance  of  the  claim  was  not  the 
result  of  any  service  which  he  rendered.  Upon  his  protest  the  matter 
was  explained  to  his  satisfaction. 

The  claimant,  on  the  receipt  of  said  increase,  paid  Mr.  Metcalf  the 
sum  of  $10.  On  special  examination  he  testified  that  said  amount  was 
paid  in  settlement  for  services  rendered  as  attorney  in  the  increase 
claim.  Mr.  Metcalf  testified  and  now  contends  that  said  amount  was 
paid  in  settlement  of  other  accounts  due  him  from  the  claimant.  He 
was  requested  by  the  Bureau  to  refund  on  the  ground  that  he  had  ille- 
gally received  a  fee  in  said  claim.  He  complied  under  protest,  and 
entered  his  appeal  to  the  Department.  He  submits  that  the  evidence 
fairly  shows  the  money  paid  him  was  in  settlement  of  an  account  in  no 
way  connected  with  his  attorneyship  in  said  claim. 

As  the  issue  involves  the  question  whether  the  Bureau  can  properly 
require  an  attorney  to  refund,  except  where  a  fee  has  been  allowed,  I 
will  first  pass  on  that  feature  of  the  case. 

A  demand  for  the  refundment  of  a  fee  presupposes  the  allowance  and 
payment  of  one  and  the  receipt  thereof  by  an  attorney.  When  a  fee  is 
allowed  and  paid  by  the  Bureau  through  error  or  mistake,  that  fact,  and 
the  receipt  of  the  fee  by  the  attorney,  appears  from  the  record.  In  case 
of  a  demand  for  refundment  under  these  circumstances  the  question  is  as 
to  the  legality  of  the  action  of  the  Bureau  allowing  the  fee.  No  fact 
extraneous  to  the  record  afifects  the  issue,  and  the  matter  decided 
involves  only  questions  of  law.  In  such  a  case  the  Bureau  undoubtedly 
has  authority  to  demand  and  require  an  attorney  to  refund  the  fee, 
and  this  authority  also  exists  in  a  case  where  a  fee  has  been  l^ally 
allowed,  but  paid  to  an  attorney  other  than  the  one  entitled  thereto. 

But  where  the  Bureau  demands  from  an  attorney  the  refundment  of 
a  fee  which  he  is  charged  with  having  illegally  received  from  a  claim- 
ant, the  case  is  entirely  different.  No  fee  has  been  allowed.  No  pro- 
ceedings are  necessary  for  correcting  any  action.  It  is  not  in  the 
power  of  the  Bureau  to  do  justice  to  all  the  interested  parties.  The 
issue  depends  entirely  upon  matter  extraneous  to  the  record.  The 
cases  are  dissimilar  in  all  respects. 

When  diarges  of  the  character  made  against  Mr.  Metcalf  are  pre- 
ferred against  an  attorney  the  object  of  an  investigation  is  to  ascertain 


DECISIONS   RELATING   TO   PENSIONS.  37 

fche  guilt  of  the  accused  with  a  view  of  disbarring  him^  not  to  settle 
disputed  matters  that  are  a  subject  of  litigation  between  a  claimant 
and  his  attorney,  and  action  looking  thereto  should  not  be  entertained, 
[f  a  claimant  has  paid  a  fee  to  an  attorney  on  account  of  services  in  a 
pension  claim^  other  than  that  contemplated  by  the  statute,  in  certain 
cases  he  can  recover  in  any  court  that  had  jurisdiction  of  the  parties  and 
the  subject-matter.  It  is  there  he  should  seek  his  remedy.  Nor  should 
the  attorney  be  denied  the  right  to  be  heard  before  a  tribunal  that  has 
authority  to  pass  on  all  the  issues  between  him  and  the  claimant  and 
render  judgment  in  his  favor  as  well  as  against  him. 

The  Bureau  is  interested  in  the  business  transactions  between  a 
claimant  and  his  attorney  so  far  as  the  same  bears  on  the  question 
whether  the  attorney  has  violated  the  pension  laws  or  the  rules  of 
practice.  Proof  of  such  transactions  is  not  introduced  for  the  purpose 
of  adjusting  them,  but  for  establishing  the  charges  against  the  attor- 
ney. In  passing  on  such  charges  the  Bureau  is  not  acting  in  a  fidu- 
ciary capacity  in  behalf  of  the  claimant,  and  it  would  not  be  justified 
in  assuming  that  capacity;  and,  if  it  did  so  act,  it  would  be  disqualified 
for  performing  the  duties  of  an  arbitrator  in  matters  wherein  the  claim- 
ant is  an  interested  party. 

I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  Bureau  has  no  authority  to  demand 
refundment  of  a  fee  except  in  case  the  record  shows  one  was  allowed 
through  error,  fraud,  or  mistake,  or  was  legally  allowed,  but  paid  to  an 
attorney  not  entitled  thereto. 

Where  it  appears  to  the  satisfaction  of  your  Bureau  that  an  attorney 
has  received  a  fee  from  a  claimant  in  contravention  of  law  or  the  rules 
of  practice  steps  should  be  taken  looking  to  the  prosecution  of  the 
attorney  or  his  disbarment. 

For  the  reasons  indicated  the  action  of  the  Bureau  is  disapproved 
and  set  aside.    The  money  should  be  returned  to  the  appellant. 


DECLABATION-COMMENCEMENT-AMENDMENT. 

a 

Joseph  Mallette. 

L  Pension  under  old  law  may  oommenoe  from  date  of  filing  an  informal  declaration 
when  the  informality  is  cared  by  the  snbeequent  filing  of  a  formal  declaration. 

2.  Bat  a  declaration  executed  before  an  officer  not  shown  to  be  authorized  to  administer 
oaths  for  general  purposes  wiU  be  considered  informal,  but  not  curable  in  the  manner 
specified. 

Asngtant   Secretary   John   M.   Reynolds   to   the  Commissioner    of  Pennons^ 

Jtdy  21y  1895, 

Claimant,  late  of  Company  F,  Twenty-fourth  Michigan  "Vo\vra\ft«t%^ 
Ued  an  application  January  18,  1888,  for  pension  under  t\i^  o\d\a^ 
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This  application  was  executed  before  a  clerk  of  court  in  the  Provinoe 
of  Ontario,  Canada,  but  no  certificate  of  a  United  States  Minister  or 
Consul  was  filed,  showing  that  said  clerk  of  court  was  an  officer  author- 
ized to  administer  oaths  for  general  purposes,  as  required  by  section 
4714  of  the  Bevised  Statutes  in  the  case  of  declarations  made  in  foreign 
countries. 

Afterwards,  on  June  23,  1890,  another  declaration  was  filed  which 
had  been  executed  before  a  clerk  of  court  whose  authority  was  duly 
certified  by  a  U.  S.  Consular  Agent  in  accordance  with  the  statute. 

Pension  was  granted  in  November,  1892,  to  commence  from  the  date 
of  filing  such  formal  declaration.     (Certificate  No.  827,764.) 

This  appeal  is  entered  through  the  attorneys  of  claimant,  J.  B. 
Cralle  &  Co.,  upon  the  sole  contention  that  the  action  of  the  Bureau 
was  error  in  commencing  the  pension  fi*om  the  date  of  filing  the  formal 
declaration  instead  of  January  19,  1888,  the  date  of  filing  the  informal 
declaration,  and  they  cite  the  decision  in  case  of  George  Alley  (4  P.  D., 
100),  and  Buling  No.  74  of  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions. 

There  is  no  difficulty  about  the  point  involved  in  this  appeal.  The 
matter  has  been  fully  discussed  in  the  decision  cited,  as  well  as  in  the 
communication  cited  in  your  report,  from  the  Department  to  the 
Bureau  dated  September  28,  1891  (6  P.  D.,  129),  and  in  other  cases. 

In  these  decisions  it  has  been  held  that  the  practice  of  the  Bureau 
which  authorized  a  declaration  that  was  informal  in  its  execution  to  be 
cured  by  the  filing  of  a  formal  declaration  so  as  to  save  the  limitation 
as  to  the  commencement  of  pension  was  correct,  and  in  accordance 
with  the  last  proviso  of  section  4714  of  the  Revised  Statutes.  But  it 
was  also  held  that  such  informal  declaration  must  have  been  executed 
before  some  officer  authorized  to  administer  oaths  for  general  purposes. 
So  that  where  a  declaration  was  executed  before  a  person  not  authorized 
to  administer  oaths  at  all,  or  whose  authority  was  confined  to  special 
matters,  such  declaration  could  not  be  regarded  even  aa  informal  or 
curable.  Cases  of  the  nature  indicated  were  cited  and  passed  upon  in 
the  decisions  indicated. 

In  the  case  under  consideration  the  first  declaration  was  executed 
before  an  officer  in  a  foreign  country,  the  extent  of  whose  authority  for 
administering  oaths  is  not  known,  and  has  not  been  certified  in  the 
manner  prescribed  by  statute,  although  a  call  was  made  by  the  Bureau 
upon  the  attorneys  for  such  certification.  This  being  true,  the  declara- 
tion colild  not  be  regarded  as  a  declaration  at  all,  formal  or  informal, 
and  was  not  curable  by  the  filing  of  a  formal  declaration. 

The  action  of  the  Bureau,  therefore,  in  ignoring  said  application  and 
commencing  the  pension  from  the  date  of  filing  the  only  recognized 
declaration  on  file  was  proper,  and  is  affirmed. 
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di8loyal.ty-kvidknce. 

William  C.  Couch. 

1.  The  reoords  of  the  War  Department  show  that  claimant,  a  citizen  of  Iron  Oonnty, 

Mo.,  wascaptared  December  3,  1864,  and  confined  at  Alton,  III.,  nntil  llarch  16, 
1865,  when,  with  other  Gonfederate  prisoners,  he  enlisted  in  the  U.  S.  Army. 
Eddy 

2.  That  snch  record  raises  the  presumption  that  claimant  voluntarily  engaged  in,  aided 

or  abetted  the  late  rebellion  against  the  aathority  of  the  United  States,  and  the 
harden  of  proof  is  upon  him  to  show  the  contrary.  (Appeal  of  Augustas  H. 
Longee,  7  P.  D.,  586.) 

Asnttant    Secretary    John  M.   Reynolds  to  the    Commissioner  of  Pensions^ 

July  20,  1895. 

This  soldier  filed  a  declaration  for  pension  (No.  1,066,599)  Ckstober 
5, 1891,  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  which  was  rejected  June  4, 
1895,  under  section  4716  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  because  of  disloyalty, 
as  shown  by  claimant's  statements  and  the  record. 

From  this  action  an  appeal  was  taken  June  25,  1895,  and  the  soldier 
contends  that  he  never  was  in  the  Ck)nfederate  army,  but  was  captured 
by  the  Confederates  and  escaped,  and  that  was  why  he  enlisted  in  a 
raiment  partly  composed  of  Confederates. 

Under  date  of  December  24,  1894,  the  Secretary  of  War  reported  as 
follows : 

Prisoners  of  war  records  show  William  Coach,  citizen  of  Iron  Gonnty,  Mo.,  captured 
in  Marion  Oonnty,  Mo.,  December  3,  1864  ;  confined  at  Alton,  111.,  where  he  enlisted 
in  the  Fifth  United  States  In&ntry  in  1865. 

He  enlisted  in  the  said  United  States  Infantry  March  16,  1865. 
Section  4716  of  the  Bevised  Statutes  provides  as  follows : 

No  money  on  account  of  pension  shall  he  paid  to  any  person,  or  to  the  widow, 
children,  or  heirs  of  any  deceased  person,  who  in  any  manner  volantarily  engaged  in, 
or  aided  or  abetted  the  late  rebellion  against  the  authority  of  the  United  States. 

In  the  case  of  Augustus  H.  Longee  (7  P.  D.,  586),  I  held  that — 

Where  there  is  a  record  of  service  in  the  Gonfederate  army,  either  by  conscription  or 
otherwise,  and  it  does  not  appear  from  the  &oe  of  said  record  whether  the  service  ren- 
dered was  Yolnntaiy  or  involuntary  within  the  meaning  of  section  4716,  such  record 
ruses  an  adverse  presumption  and  the  burden  of  proof  is  on  the  claimant  to  establish 
that  by  such  service  he  did  not  voluntarily  engage  in,  aid,  or  abet  the  late  rebellion 
sgaimit  the  authority  of  the  United  States.  He  should  be  required  in  such  cases  to  fur- 
nish the  next  best  evidence  on  the  point  where  the  record  is  silent,  and  what  would 
constitute  such  eyidence,  as  well  as  its  sufficiency,  must  depend  upon  each  particular 


This  soldier  contends  that  he  did  not  serve  in  the  Confederate  army. 
But  such  service  in  the  army  is  only  one  way  by  which  a  claimant 
heoomes  sabject  to  the  operation  of  said  section  4716  ot  \5ci^^«v\aftftL 
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Statutes.  If  he  voluntarily  aided  or  abetted  the  late  rebellion  againpt 
the  authority  of  the  United  States  he  comes  within  its  provisions. 

When  the  record  shows  that  the  claimant  was  captured  by  the 
United  States  forces,  and  was  held  as  a  prisoner  of  war  prior  to  his 
enlistment  in  the  United  States  Army,  and  such  record  does  not  show 
on  its  £a.ce  whether  he  did  or  did  not  voluntarily  aid  or  abet  the  rebel- 
lion against  the  authority  of  the  United  States,  in  harmony  with  the 
rule  laid  down  in  the  Longee  case,  such  record  raises  an  adverse  pre- 
sumption, and  the  burden  of  proof  is  upon  the  appellant  to  show  that 
he  did  not  so  voluntarily  engage  in,  aid,  or  abet  the  late  rebellion 
against  the  authority  of  the  United  States.  The  rule  of  evidence  in 
such  cases  will  be  the  same  as  stated  in  the  Longee  case. 

The  record  in  the  present  case  is  such  that  it  raises  an  adverse  pre- 
sumption against  the  appellant,  and  the  burden  of  proof  is  upon  him 
to  show  that  he  does  not  come  within  the  provisions  of  section  4716  of 
the  Brcvised  Statutes. 

Your  action  is  therefore  affirmed. 


f 


reimbursement-accrued  pension. 

Edwin  Haskins  (deceased). 

A  municipal  oorpoiation  that  buried  a  soldier  as  a  pauper,  and  caired  for  him  as  such 
during  his  last  sickness,  is  not  thereby  entitled  to  prosecute  said  soldier's  pension 
claim,  i)ending  at  the  time  of  his  death,  for  the  purpose  of  reimbursing  itself  for 
the  expense  of  said  soldier's  burial  out  of  the  accrued  pension. 

Assistant   Secretary   John    M.   Reynolds   to    the    Commissioner    of  PensionSj 

Jidy  22,  1895. 

In  this  case  the  claimant,  Edwin  Haskins,  late  of  Company  F,  Thiriy- 
third  New  York  Volunteers,  applied  for  pension  under  the  general  law; 
his  claim  (No.  736,720)  was  rejected  January  31,  1894,  on  the  ground 
that  ^^  the  claimant  is  dead,  and  leaves  neither  a  widow  nor  minor  chil- 
dren surviving  him." 

The  appeal  from  the  above  action  is  taken  by  the  recognized  attorney 
in  the  claim,  Mr.  J.  J.  Donohue,  who  is  also  a  member  of  the  board  of 
aldermen  of  the  city  of  St.  Cloud,  Minn.  He  contends  that  as  the 
deceased  soldier  left  no  assets  and  was  buried  as  a  public  charge  by  the 
authorities  of  said  city  the  claim  should  be  allowed  to  reimburse  said 
authorities  for  the  expenses  of  his  last  sickness  and  burial. 

Section  4718,  Bevised  Statutes,  under  which  said  claim  was  filed, 
provided  that  in  case  of  the  death  of  any  person  entitlbd  to  «b  "^i^sioiL 
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baying  an  application  therefor  pending,  leaving  no  widow  or  children, 
no  payment  of  the  accrued  pension  shall  be  made  except  so  much  as 
may  be  necessary  to  reimburse  the  person  who  bore  the  expenses  of  the 
last  sickness  and  burial  of  the  decedent,  where  he  did  not  leave  suffi- 
cient assets  to  meet  such  expenses. 

In  this  case  it  appears  that  the  soldier  died  in  the  county  jail  after 
an  illness  of  two  hours.  The  expenses  incurred  by  the  authorities  were 
for  his  burial,  and  amount  to  $8.  According  to  the  laws  of  the  State 
of  Minnesota  then  in  force,  said  expenses  should  be  paid  by  the  county 
(Stearns),  and  in  paying  them  nothing  more  would  be  done  than  dis- 
charging an  obligation  imposed  by  law.    The  laws  of  Minnesota  provide: 

When  any  person  dies  in  any  ooanty  leaving  insnfficient  money  and  effects  to  defray 
the  necessary  expenses  of  his  barial,  and  leaving  no  relations  of  safficient  ability  to  pro- 
care  his  boiial,  the  connty  commissioner  of  the  district  in  which  such  person  dies  shall 
procure  a  decent  burial  of  the  remains  of  sach  deceased  person  at  the  expense  of  the 
coanty.     (Sec  17,  Title  1,  Chap.  28,  Minn.  Stat.  L.) 

The  evidence  shows  that  the  claimant  did  not  leave  any  property  or 
relatives  of  sufficient  ability  to  defray  his  burial  expenses.  Said  expenses 
were  not  therefore  a  charge  against  him  but  against  the  county.  If 
they  were  paid  by  the  city  of  St.  Cloud,  such  payment  was  undoubtedly 
made  pursuant  to  some  municipal  law,  and,  if  not,  the  act  is  not  bet- 
tered by  its  illegality. 

The  claimant  was  engaged  as  a  hostler.  He  was  a  dissipated  char- 
acter, and  his  last  illness  was  a  consequence  of  a  long  spree. 

The  landlord  of  the  hotel  where  he  worked,  states : 

He  (the  claimant)  had  been  ont  all  night,  and  abont  5  or  5.30  o'clock  a.  m.  he  oame 
into  the  honse  and  sat  down  in  a  chair  and  stretched  himself  out;  he  had  cramps  and  I 
aw  he  was  very  liable  to  die.  So  I  went  at  once  for  a  policeman  and  had  him  taken  to 
the  jail,  where  he  died  in  one  or  two  honrs. 

The  soldier  was  treated  worse  than  a  pauper  would  be  and  his  remains 
disposed  of  as  a  pauper's  remains.  Instead  of  being  taken  in  the  ambu- 
lance to  a  hospital,  or  a  physician  being  called  and  treatment  given  at 
the  hotel,  the  soldier  was  treated  like  a  criminal — taken  to  the  county 
jail  by  a  policeman,  and  his  remains  taken  from  the  jail  to  the  potter's 
field  for  burial.  It  is  for  expenses  incurred  for  these  services  that  the 
city  of  St.  Cloud  now  asks  reimbursement,  stating  its  bill  as  follows : 

The  United  States 

To  the  city  of  St.  Clood,  Minn.,  Dr. 
October  8,  1893.    To  expenses  of  burying  paaper,  Ed.  Haskins,  who  died  in  said  oity 
of  St.  Clood,  Minn.,  on  October  8,  1890,  as  follows: 

Amoant  paid  to  C.  G.  Spicer  for  coffin $7.00 

Amount  paid  to  C.  G.  Spicer  for  removing  remains  to  graveyard 1.00 

Total $8.00 

The  question  is,  whether  a  manieipal  corporation  that  Wti^Al  «u  «rA.- 
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dier  as  a  pauper  and  cared  for  him  as  such  dormg  his  last  sickness  is 
entitled  to  prosecute  said  soldier's  claim  for  pension  pending  at  the  time 
of  his  death^  from  the  fact  that  it  thus  bore  the  expenses  of  his  last 
sickness  and  burial.  I  am  decidedly  of  the  opinion  that  it  has  no  interest 
in  said  daim,  and  is  therefore  not  entitled  to  prosecute  the  same. 

One  of  the  objects  of  the  act  was  to  reimburse  a  person  who  incurs 
an  expense  in  the  burial  of  a  destitute  pensioner^  or  one  entitled  to  a 
pension  at  the  time  of  his  death,  out  of  the  accrued  pension.  It  never 
was  designed  to  reimburse  a  municipal  corporation  for  moneys  paid  ont 
of  the  pauper  fund,  whether  legally  or  illegally,  for  taking  an  ex-soldier 
to  the  county  jail  to  die,  and  from  there  to  tiie  potter's  field  for  burial. 
The  design  was  to  reimburse  those  who  had  performed  an  act  of  charity— 
not  to  replenish  a  pauper's  fund.  If  the  claimant  had  been  treated  as 
a  soldier  the  pretensions  of  the  interested  party,  in  the  absence  of  local 
law,  making  the  expenses  incurred  a  legal  obligation,  might  perhaps  be 
treated  as  possibly  coming  within  the  purview  of  the  statute ;  but  as 
he  was  treated  as  a  pauper,  buried  as  a  pauper,  and  the  bill  presented 
stated,  "  to  expense  of  burying  pauper,  Ed.  Haskins,"  reimbursement 
should  be  sought  from  the  paupers'  fund  of  Stearns  County. 

For  the  reason  indicated,  the  action  of  your  Bureau  is  affirmed. 


1 


abandonment  of  minors-abut-terous  cohabitation-skctiox 

4706,  revised  statutes. 

Charles  and  Caroline  McElhaney  (minors). 

1.  The  words  **od  presentation  of  satisfactory  evidence  thereof  to  the  Gommissioner  of 

Pensions  "  as  nsed  in  section  4706  of  the  Revised  Statutes  import  that  the  Commis- 
sioner's function,  in  cases  arising  thereunder,  is  not  merely  execntive,  but  judicial 
as  well ;  and 

2.  Where  satisfactory  evidence  has  been  presented  to  the  Commissioner  that  a  widow 

has  abandoned  the  care  of  the  minor  children  of  a  deceased  soldier,  "or  is  an 
unsuitable  person,  by  reason  of  imnioml  conduct,  to  have  the  custody  of  the  same/' 
such  children  may  be  pensioned  in  the  same  manner  as  if  no  widow  had  survived 
such  soldier,  regardless  of  a  certificate  of  a  probate  court  as  to  such  facts.  {Case  of 
minors  of  Alfred  S.  Hamilton,  7  P.  D.,  437.) 

Assistant  Secretary   John   M,   Reynolds   to   the    Commissioner  of  PeneionSj 

September  18,  1895. 

Charles  McElhaney,  a  minor  child  of  James  P.  McElhaney,  late  of 
Company  A,  One  hundred  and  sixty-eighth  New  York  Infantry,  filed 
a  claim  for  pension  under  the  general  law  May  8,  1876,  alleging,  among 
other  things,  that  the  soldier  died  at  Manassas,  Va.,  August  10,  1863, 
from  sunstroke,  his  wife  having  previously  abandoned  him;  and  that 
claimant  was  horn  November  30, 1866.    On  the  2^i\i  da^  ol^\».^^\^'^^ 
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Caroline  McElhaney,  another  minor  child  of  the  soldier,  filed  a  claim 
for  pension,  allying  that  her  father  died  at  Manassas  Junction  August 
2y  1863,  his  wife  having  abandoned  him  in  1859,  and  that  claimant  was 
bom  July  25,  1854.  She  also  alleged  that  her  father  was  a-member  of 
Company  A,  One  hundred  and  sixty-eighth  New  York  Infantry,  and 
that  her  brother  Charles  went  to  Texas  eight  years  prior  to  1886,  and 
not  having  been  heard  from,  was  supposed  to  be  dead. 

These  claims  were  rejected  April  24,  1895,  on  the  ground  of  claim- 
ants' inability,  although  aided  by  special  examination,  to  furnish  evi- 
dence showing  death  or  remarriage  of  soldier's  widow,  or  that  the 
Boldier  was  divorced  from  her. 
From  this  action  an  apx>eal  was  taken  August  23,  1895. 
The  reports  from  the  War  Department  show  that  James  P.  McEl- 
haney,  age  39  years,  private  of  Company  A,  One  hundred  and  sixty- 
eighth  New  York  In&ntry,  was  enrolled  on  the  10th  day  of  October, 
1862,  at  Melkell,  for  nine  months,  and  is  reported  on  rolls  of  company 
to  June  30,  1863,  present;  July  and  August,  1863,  died  at  Manassas 
JnnctioD,  Ya.,  August  10,  1863.     The  final  statement  of  the  company 
commander  shows  that  he  died  in  regimental  hospital  at  Manassas 
Junction,  Va.,  August  10,  1863,  of  typhoid  fever. 

The  testimony  taken  on  special  examination  shows  that  the  soldier 
and  Ann  Terwilliger  were  married  November  28,  1849.    Three  chil- 
dren were  bom  to  them,  viz:  Charles,  bom  November  30,  1850 ;  a  girl 
that  died  soon  after  birth,  date  not  shown;  and  Caroline,  bom  July  25, 
1854.     In  August,  1858,  Ann  McElhaney  (soldier's  wife)  ran  away,  or 
eloped,  with  a  horse  thief  named  Charles  Fairbanks,  and  remained 
away  until  1860,  when  she  returned  to  her  mother's  house,  remained  a 
few  days  and  again  lefb,  and  since  that  time  her  relatives  and  friends 
in  the  vicinity  of  her  home  have  not  heard  of  or  from  her,  either 
directly  or  indirectly. 

A  certificate  from  the  surrogate  of  Orange  County,  N.  Y.,  dated  Feb- 
ruary 3,  1892,  is  filed  in  this  claim  setting  forth  that  satisfactory  evi- 
dence had  been  produced  before  said  court  that  said  widow  had 
deserted  her  husband  and  children  in  1860,  and  had  never  returned  to 
them,  and  that,  if  living,  she  was  an  unsuitable  person  to  have  the  care 
and  custody  of  said  children. 

Said  certificate  was  considered  of  no  effect,  as  it  appeared  that  no 
notice  was  given  said  widow  as  required  by  section  4706  of  the  Kevised 
Statutes. 

I  construed  section  4706,  Eevised  Statutes,  as  follows,  in  the  case  of 
the  minors  of  Alfred  S.  Hamilton.     (7  P.  D.,  437.) 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  words  *'on  presentation  of  satisfactory  evidence  thereof  to  the 
Gbmmissioner  of  Pensions  '*  yery  clearly  import  that  the  CommiaBionei'ft  faiicxioii  uv  tba 
cJasa  of  cases  we  are  coDsidering  is  not  merely  executive,  but  la  ^udiciaV  a&  nvOX.    \^v^xi 
what  point  is  the  evidence  to  he  ' '  satiafacioTy  '*  to  him  ?    Not  that  ihe  coxitt  ^aaa\»^MXl 
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action,  for  the  certificate  of  the  court  is  oondnsiTe  evidence  and  the  only  admiBsihle  evi- 
dence on  that  point.  It  mast  he  taken,  then,  that  **  satisfactory  evidence  thereof " 
means  satisfactory  evidence  that  the  widow  has  abandoned  the  care  of  the  children,  or 
is  an  unsuitable  person,  by  reason  of  immoral  conduct,  to  have  custody  of  them.  It 
can  mean  nothing  else.  But  Congress  sarely  did  not  intend  that  there  should  be  two 
sepamle  and  independent  determinations  of  these  facts — that  after  a  probate  court  bad 
certified  that  '* satisfactory  evidence"  of  such  facts  had  been  produced  before  it,  the 
Commissioner  should  require  that  *^  satisfactory  evidence"  of  the  facts  should  be  pre- 
sented to  him  before  he  could  take  action.  It  must  be  concluded,  therefore,  that  the 
intention  was  that  the  facts  might  be  established  by  proceedings  in  the  probate  court  or 
by  the  presentation  of  evidence  direct  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions.  And  this 
intention,  which  is  thus  plainly  deducible  from  section  4706,  Revised  Statutes,  as  it 
stands,  requires  for  its  full  and  accurate  expression  simply  the  restoration  of  the  word 
*'or,"  which  was  accidentally  omitted  in  the  revision  of  the  statutes. 

For  reasons  above  stated  the  interpretation  of  said  section  which  has  heretofore  pre- 
vailed in  the  Bureau  is  deemed  erroneons,  and  the  practice  of  requiring  a  certificate 
from  a  probate  court  that  a  widow  has  abandoned  the  care  of  the  soldier's  children,  or 
is  an  unsuitable  person,  by  reason  of  immoral  conduct,  to  have  oastody  of  them,  as  a 
preliminary  to  the  allowance  of  pension  to  such  children,  in  cases  where  the  fact  of  the 
abandonment  or  immoral  conduct  is  already  abundantly  established  by  evidence  on  file 
in  the  Bureau,  is  unwarranted  by  the  law. 

The  certificate  of  the  surrogate  of  Orange  County,  N.  Y.,  although 
not  in  due  form  according  to  the  statute,  is  evidence  of  the  facts 
therein  contained ;  but  independent  of  the  said  certificate,  I  am  of  the 
opinion  that  the  testimony  produced  on  special  examination  is  suffi- 
cient to  show  that  the  soldier's  wife  abandoned  the  care  of  her  chil- 
dren and  never  resumed  care  of  them  after  the  soldier's  death. 

It  is  not  material  whether  the  widow  is  living  or  dead,  as  her  right 
to  pension  was  forfeited  by  her  own  act. 

The  action  of  your  Bureau  is  therefore  reversed. 


NAVY  PENSIONS-NAVY  HOSPrTALr-SBCTION  4818,  REVISED 

STATUTES. 

BiCHARD   EWING. 

The  naval  home  in  Philadelphia  is  a  navy  hospital  within  the  meaning  of  seotion 
4813  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  and  pensions  due  to  inmates  thereof  must,  under  the 
provisions  of  said  section,  be  paid  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy. 

A88i8i4int   SecreUiry  John   M,   Reynolds   to   the    Commimoner   of  Pensums^ 

September  19,  1895, 

Pursuant  to  the  motion  filed  August  3,  1895,  by  James  E.  Brophy,  of 
this  city,  I  have  again  considered  the  question  raised  by  him  in  the 
appeal  filed  April  24,  1895,  in  the  case  of  Richard  Ewing,  late  of  Com- 
pany A,  Twenty-fifth  New  York  Infantry  Volunteers,  pensioner  under 
Certificate  No.  676,634.     Ewing  is  an  inmate  of  tlv^  XJmt^d  &tA.t»a 
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naval  heme  at  Philadelphia,  having  been  sent  there  from  the  naval 
hospital  at  Norfolk,  Va.,  on  his  own  request,  after  more  than  twenty 
years  of  honorable  service  in  the  United  States  Navy.  On  June  20, 
1893,  he  made  application  for  a  pension  nnder  the  act  of  June  27,  1890, 
on  account  of  service  in,  and  honorable  discharge  from,  the  Army  dur- 
ing the  late  war  of  the  rebellion  and  inability  to  earn  a  support  by 
manual  labor;  and  by  a  certificate  issued  October  20,  1894,  he  was 
granted  a  pension  under  said  act  at  the  rate  of  $6  per  month.  This 
pension  has  been  paid  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  under  section  4813 
of  the  Revised  Statutes,  which  provides  as  follows : 

Whenever  any  navy  officer,  seaman,  or  marine,  entitled  to  a  pension  is  admitted  to  a 
navy  hospital  the  pension,  during  his  continuance  in  the  hospital,  shall  be  paid  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Navy  and  deducted  from  the  acoonnt  of  such  pensioner. 

The  contention  of  the  appeal  filed  April  24, 1896,  was  that  the  above 
section  had  no  application  to  inmates  of  the  naval  home  at  Philadel- 
phia for  the  reason  that  said  home  is  not  a  '^  naval  hospital,''  but  an 
"asylum,"  and  the  inmates  thereof  are  not  officers,  seamen,  or  marines, 
but  civilians  who  have  been  discharged  from  the  United  States  naval 
service.  It  was  further  contended  that  by  virtue  of  section  4766  of 
the  Revised  Statutes  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  is  left  without 
authority  to  pay  the  pension  to  any  person  other  than  the  pensioner 
himself. 

I  hold  that  the  naval  home,  or  asylum,  in  Philadelphia  is  a  ''navy 
hospital "  within  the  meaning  of  section  4813  of  the  Eevised  Statutes 
for  the  following  reasons : 

1.  Because  its  establishment  was  provided  for  in  an  act  entitled  ''An 
act  establishing  navy  hospitals,"  and,  conformably  to  the  terms  of  said 
act,  it  was  erected  on  one  of  the  sites  selected  for  navy  hospitals  and 
firom  the  fund  set  apart  for  navy  hospitals. 

2.  Because  Ck)ngreBS  has  appropriated  money  for  its  improvement 
and  repairs  as  a  navy  hospital.  (9  Stat.  L.,  625,  and  11  id.  47,  245 
and  406.) 

3.  Because  it  falls  within  the  definition  of  "  hospital "  given  by  lexi» 
cographers. 

4.  Because  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  holds  it  to  be  a  navy  hospital. 
This,  in  itself,  is  considered  a  sufficient  reason,  so  far  as  this  Depart- 
ment is  concerned,  because  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  is  the  proper 
person  to  decide  the  status  of  the  several  branches  of  his  own  Depart- 
ment. 

It  being  decided  that  the  Philadelphia  home,  or  asylum,  is  a  "  navy 
hospital "  within  the  meaning  of  section  4813  of  the  Bevised  Statutes, 
it  is  clear  that  the  action  of  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  in  paying 
p«:ision8  of  the  inmates  of  that  institution  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy 
is  in  ecfDtoTmity  with  the  law  unJess  said  section  bas  \>ebn  re^^^^. 
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It  is  a  common  thing  for  pension  enactments  to  speak  of  the  pro- 
posed beneficiaries  as  "soldiers"  and  "sailors,"  "  officers  in  the  Army/' 
"enlisted  men  in  the  military  or  naval  service,"  etc.,  meaning  thereby 
civilians  who  have  been  discharged  from  service.    There  is  no  reason 
to  believe  that  the  words  *^  navy  officer,  seaman,  or  marine  "  in  section 
4813  of  the  Kevised  Statutes  were  osed  in  any  different  sense.    This 
section  was  originally  enacted  as  part  of  section  5  of  the  act  of  Febm- 
ary  26,  1811,  which  was  the  act  providing  for  the  establishment  of 
navy  hospitals  and  "a  permanent  asylum  for  disabled  and  decrepit 
navy  officers,  seamen,  and  marines."    I  am  unable  to  see  upon  what 
the  appellant  bases  his  theory  that  the  words  "officer,  seaman,  and 
marine  "  in  the  fifth  section  of  said  act  apply  only  to  persons  in  the 
service  when  he  must  admit  that  the  same  words  (pluralized)  in  the 
third  section  refer  to  persons  discharged  from  service.    In  my  opinion 
there  can  not  be  a  reasonable  doubt  that  the  meaning  and  intent  of 
section  5  was  that  whenever  any  navy  officer,  seaman,  or  marine  enti- 
tled to  a  pension  should  be  admitted  to  any  of  the  institutions  provided 
for  in  section  3,  his  pension  should,  during  his  continuance  in  such 
institution,  be  paid  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy. 

Congress  passed  an  act,  approved  July  8, 1870,  containing  the  follow- 
ing provisions,  which  were  subsequently  embodied  in  section  4766  of 
the  Revised  Statutes : 

That  hereafter  no  pension  shall  be  paid  to  any  person  other  than  the  i>en8ioner  enti- 
tled thereto,  nor  otherwise  than  according  to  the  provisions  of  this  act;  and  no  warrant, 
power  of  attorney,  or  other  paper  executed  or  purporting  to  be  executed  by  any  pen- 
sioner to  any  attorney,  claim  agent,  broker,  or  other  person  shall  be  recognized  by  any 
agent  for  the  payment  of  pensions,  nor  shall  any  pensions  be  paid  thereon :  Provided^ 
That  payment  to  i)ersons  laboring  under  legal  disabilities  may  be  made  to  the  guardians 
of  such  persons  in  the  manner  herein  prescribed:  And  provided  further.  That  pensions 
payable  to  persons  residing  in  foreign  countries  may  be  made  according  to  the  provis- 
ions of  existing  laws. 

It  is  contended  that  this  act  repealed  all  previous  directions  in 
regard  to  the  payment  of  pensions,  and  that  since  its  enactment  the 
Commissioner  of  Pensions  has  had  no  authority  to  pay  pensions  to  the 
inmates  of  the  naval  home  in  Philadelphia  to  any  one  except  the  pen- 
sioners themselves. 

If  the  section  of  the  act  above  referred  to  repealed  section  5  of  the 
act  of  February  26,  1811  (now  section  4813,  Bev.  Stat.),  it  must  be 
because  the  two  acts  are  inconsistent,  since  there  is  no  express  repeal. 
But  that  the  law-mUking  power  did  not  regard  them  as  inconsistent  is 
evinced  by  the  fact  that  they  were  both  substantially  reenacted  in  1873 
as  part  of  the  Bevised  Statutes. 

Laws  are  presumed  to  be  passed  with  deliberation  and  with  a  knowl- 
edge of  all  existing  laws  on  the  same  subject.  Bevision  of  statutes 
implies  a  reexamination  of  them.    The  word  is  applied  to  a  restate- 
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ment  of  the  law  in  a  corrected  or  improved  form.  Whatever  of  the 
old  law  is  restated  in  the  revision  is  continued  in  operation,  as  it  may 
operate  in  the  connection  in  which  it  is  reenacted.  (Sutherland  on 
Statutory  Construction,  sec.  154.)  One  statute  is  not  repugnant  to 
another  unless  they  relate  to  the  same  subject  and  are  enacted  for  the 
same  purpose.     (Id.  sec.  138.) 

The  purpose  of  the  act  of  July  8,  1870  (sec.  4766  Eev.  Stat.),  is 
very  plain.  It  was  designed  to  prevent  claim  agents,  attorneys, 
brokers,  and  other  persons  from  getting  possession  of  pension  money 
due  their  clients  and  appropriating  it  to  their  own  use.  It  was  not 
designed  to  change  existing  provisions  of  law  with  respect  to  the  pay- 
ment of  pensions  to  soldiers  or  sailors  who  were  inmates  of  homes,  or 
hospitals,  provided  at  public  expense. 

The  following  provisions  of  the  old  law  were  adopted  in  1873  as  sec- 
tion 4620  of  the  Bevised  Statutes : 

The  fiict  that  one  to  whom  a  pension  has  been  granted  for  wounds  or  disability 
received  in  the  military  service  has  not  oontrihated  to  the  Ainds  of  the  Soldiers'  Home 
ahaU  not  preclude  him  from  admission  thereto.  But  all  such  pensioners  shall  surrender 
their  pensions  to  the  Soldiers'  Home  during  the  time  they  remain  therein  and  receive 
its  henefits. 

Congress  passed  an  act,  approved  August  7, 1882,  providing  that  all 
pensions  and  arrears  of  pensions  payable  or  to  be  paid  to  pensioners 
who  were  or  should  become  inmates  of  the  National  Home  for  Disabled 
Volunteer  Soldiers  should  be  paid  to  the  treasurers  of  said  home.  On 
the  following  day  (August  8)  section  4766  of  the  Eevised  Statutes  was 
reenacted  (with  some  amendments),  declaring  that  no  pension  should 
be  paid  to  any  person  other  than  the  pensioner,  without  any  clause 
repealing  said  act  of  August  7.  This  shows  conclusively,  to  my  mind, 
that  section  4766  was  not  intended  to  apply  to  the  inmates  of  sailor's 
or  soldier's  homes. 

It  is  to  be  observed  that  at  the  time  the  Bevised  Statutes  were 
adopted  the  sailors  in  the  naval  home  in  Philadelphia  and  the  sol- 
diers in  the  soldiers'  home  in  this  city  stood  upon  the  same  footing  so 
far  as  the  enjoyment  of  their  pensions  was  concerned.  Since  then  the 
law  has  been  amended  with  respect  to  the  soldiers  (act  of  March  3, 
1883),  but  Congress  has  not  seen  fit  to  amend  it  with  respect  to  the 

sailors. 

That  there  is  some  just  cause  for  complaint  by  the  latter  is  not 
denied,  but  this  does  not  justify  an  executive  department  of  the  Gk)v- 
emment  in  ignoring  a  plain  provision  of  the  law.  The  appeal  for  relief 
should  be  to  Congress.  The  decision  affirming  the  action  of  your 
Bureau  is  sustained. 
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mabria6b-evidbnce. 

Mary  F.  Barker  (widow). 

1.  The  verdict  of  a  jnry  acquitting  an  attorney  or  agent  chaiged  with  presenting  and 

prosecating  a  fictitious,  false,  and  fraudulent  claim  for  pension  to  be  paid  appellant 
in  a  case  wherein  the  validity  of  her  marriage  was  in  question,  is  not  admissible  to 
show  that  she  was  lawfully  married  to  the  soldier  on  account  of  whose  death  she 
claims  pension. 

2.  The  soldier,  on  account  of  whose  death  appellant  claims  pension,  having  had  ample 

opportunity  to  know,  or  to  ascertain  upon  slight  inquiry,  that  his  first  wife  was 
living  when  he  married  appellant,  is  presumed  to  have  known  such  fact;  and  his 
said  marriage  to  appellant  was  not  valid  under  section  3293  of  the  Gode  of  Ten- 
nessee. 

Assistant    Secretary  John  M.   Reynolds  to    the    Commissioner  of  PemumSj 

September  19,  1895. 

* 

In  response  to  your  reference  of  July  12,  1895, 1  have  again  consid- 
ered the  appeal  of  Mary  F.  Barker,  and  have  carefully  examined,  in 
connection  therewith,  the  evidence  filed  since  the  former  decision  was 
rendered. 

In  November,  1893,  appellant  was  granted  a  pension  (Certificate  No. 
385,587)  under  section  3  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  as  the  widow  of 
James  F.  Barker,  formerly  a  soldier  in  Company  K,  Fifth  Tennessee 
Infantry.  On  March  5,  1895,  her  name  was  dropped  from  the  roll  of 
pensioners  on  the  ground  that  she  was  not  the  legal  widow  of  said  sol- 
dier. An  appeal  was  filed  March  25,  1895,  which  was  considered  and 
the  action  of  your  Bureau  sustained  May  11,  1895. 

Since  the  promulgation  of  the  former  decision  an  abstract  of  the 
testimony  and  a  copy  of  the  indictment  in  the  case  of  the  United  States 
V.  John  L.  Brown  for  presenting  and  prosecuting  "  a  certain  false,  ficti- 
tious, and  fraudulent  claim  for  pension  to  be  paid  said  appellant, 
together  with  a  certificate  of  the  trial  judge  as  to  his  acquittal  and  the 
issues  involved  in  the  case,  and  certain  other  evidence  bearing  on  the 
legality  of  appellant's  marriage  to  soldier  have  been  filed. 

The  purpose  of  filing  this  evidence  was  to  show  that  the  validity  of 
appellant's  marriage  to  the  soldier  was  the  main  issue  involved  in  said 
criminal  prosecution,  and  that  the  finding  of  the  jury  thereon  has, 
therefore,  the  force  of  a  judicial  determination  that  she  is  soldier's 
lawful  widow  under  the  laws  of  Tennessee. 

The  indictment  in  that  case  was  found  under  a  statute  which  makes 
the  presentation  of  such  a  claim  a  crime  if  done  '^  knowingly,"  and  in 
order  to  secure  a  conviction  the  Gk)ver9iment  was  required  to  show,  not 
only  that  Mary  F.  Barker  was  not  the  lawful  widow  of  the  soldier,  bat 
that  the  defendant  knew  she  was  not  when  he  presented  and  prose- 
cuted her  claim  for  pension.  It  is  not  correct,  therefore,  to  say  that 
''the  Bo\e  point "  in  the  case  was  whether  app^WAsi^  ^«ifi^  ^^^a.^tQ2L 


DECISIONS    RELATING    TO    PENSIONS.  49 

widow  of  said  soldier ;  nor  is  it  trae  that  if  she  was  not  the  lawful 
widow  of  said  soldier  the  jury  was  bound,  ipso  facto,  to  find  a  verdict 
of  guilty. 

The  question  of  the  validity  of  the  appellant's  marriage  was  an  issue 
in  the  trial  to  this  extent  only,  that  it  was  essential  for  the  Govern- 
ment to  establish  the  invalidity  of  said  marriage  in  order  to  secure  a 
conviction ;  and  in  order  to  establish  the  invalidity  of  the  marriage 
under  the  statutes  of  Tennessee  it  was  necessary  to  show  that  the  sol- 
dier knew  that  his  first  wife  was  living  at  the  time  he  contracted  mar- 
riage with  the  appellant. 

In  a  criminal  prosecution  the  burden  of  proof  is  wholly  upon  the 
Government,  which  is  bound  to  establish  every  essential  fact  beyond 
reasonable  doubt.  Hence,  Judge  Key  instructed  the  jury  (properly, 
no  doubt.)  that  it  was  not  necessary  for  the  defendant  to  show  that  the 
soldier  believed  his  first  wife  to  be  dead,  but  that  it  devolved  upon  the 
Government  to  show  that  he  knew  her  to  be  living  at  the  time  he  mar- 
ried the  appellant.  As  the  Government  failed  to  prove  this  beyond  a 
reasonable  doubt  the  prosecution  on  the  criminal  charge  failed. 

But  it  is  a  well-established  rule  that  "a  verdict  and  judgment  in  a 
criminal  case,  though  admissible  to  establish  the  fact  of  the  mere  ren- 
dition of  the  judgment,  can  not  be  given  in  evidence  in  a  civil  action 
to  establish  the  facts  on  which  it  was  rendered.  (Greenleaf  on  Evi- 
dence, thirteenth  edition,  1,  637.)  The  parties  are  different  and  the 
rules  of  decision  and  course  of  procedure  are  different. 

The  soldier's  first  wife  was  not  a  party  to  the  criminal  case,  and  it 
would  be  manifestly  unjust  if  her  right  to  pension,  dower,  or  other 
appurtenance  of  widowhood  were  to  be  determined  by  the  result  of  a 
suit  to  which  she  was  a  stranger.  In  a  civil  action  involving  dower 
rights,  or  in  the  case  of  an  application  for  pension  the  burden  of  proof 
is  upon  the  party  asserting  title  and  the  decision  rests  upon  the  mere 
preponderance  of  evidence,  whereas  to  secure  conviction  upon  a  crimi- 
nal charge  the  guilt  of  the  party  defendant  must  be  shown  beyond  any 
reasonable  doubt. 

For  reasons  above  stated  it  is  obvious  that  the  finding  of  the  jury  in 
the  case  of  the  United  States  v.  John  L.  Brown,  that  they  believed  the 
last  marriage  of  the  soldier  was  a  legal  marriage,  is  not  conclusive 
upon  this  Department  in  the  consideration  of  the  appellant's  right  to 
pension. 

It  remains  to  be  considered  whether  the  additional  evidence  filed  for 
the  purpose  of  showing  that  the  soldier  was  informed  and  believed  that 
his  first  wife  waa  dead,  warrants  a  reversal  or  modification  of  the 
former  decision. 

The  law  governing  the  case  is  section  3293  of  the  Code  of  Tennessee, 
which  reads  as  foUowa : 
r.  D, — VOL,  S i 
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A  second  marriage  can  not  be  ooniractecl  before  the  disaolation  of  the  first.  But  the 
first  shall  be  regarded  as  dissolved  for  this  purpose  if  either  party  has  been  absent  five 
years  and  is  not  known  to  the  other  to  be  living. 

The  facts  are  that  the  soldier  and  his  first  wife  separated  about 
1868  or  1869,  that  he  subsequently  lived  in  Blount  and  Sevier  counties, 
Tenn.,  and  she  in  Graham  and  Haywood  counties,  N.  C,  and  that  they 
were  at  no  time  more  than  about  fifty  miles  apart ;  that  his  relatives 
and  hers,  with  whom  he  was  in  close  and  frequent  association,  were 
also  in  such  association  or  communication  with  her,  and  that  this  com- 
munication was  kept  up  until  after  the  marriage  with  appellant  in 
1883. 

Whether  or  not  the  soldier  knew  that  the  first  wife  was  living  at  the 
time  of  said  marriage  is  a  question  manifestly  not  susceptible  of  direct 
proof  by  the  testimony  of  witnesses.  It  is  a  matter  of  inference. 
That  he  had  ample  opportunity  to  know,  and  that  he  might  have 
readily  ascertained  the  fact  by  slight  inquiry,  there  can  be  no  question. 
Nor,  in  my  opinion,  can  there  be  any  doubt  that  it  was  his  duty  to 
make  reasonable  inquiry  before  taking  so  important  a  step  as  the  con- 
traction of  another  marriage,  involving,  as  it  did,  the  rights  of  two 
women  and  their  offspring.  It  would  be  contrary  to  public  policy, 
morality,  and  common  sense  to  hold  otherwise. 

I  think  the  words  "not  known,"  as  used  in  the  statute,  import  not 
merely  a  lack  of  absolute  and  certain  knowledge,  but  a  want  of  notice 
in  its  legal  acceptance — an  absence  of  such  information  or  means  of 
information  as  would  lead  a- prudent  man  to  make  inquiry  and  investi- 
gation. The  case  falls  within  the  principle  of  the  doctrine  of  con- 
Htructive  notice,  which  has  been  well  stated  to  be  that  **when  a  person 
is  about  to  perform  an  act  by  which  he  has  reason  to  believe  that  the 
rights  of  a  third  party  may  be  alTected  an  inquiry  into  the  facts  is  a 
moral  duty,  and  diligence  an  act  of  duty.  Hence,  he  proceeds  at  his 
peril  when  he  omits  to  inquire,  and  is  chargeable  with  a  knowledge  of 
all  the  facts  that  by  proper  inquiry  he  might  have  ascertained.  (Prin- 
gle  V,  Phillips,  5  Sandf.,  N.  Y.,  157.) 

Constructive  notice  is  a  question  of  law,  which  can  not  be  rebutted. 
Whatever  puts  a  party  upon  inquiry  amounts,  in  judgment  of  law,  to 
notice,  provided  the  inquiry  becomes  a  duty  and  would  lead  to  the 
knowledge  of  the  requisite  fact  by  the  exercise  of  ordinary  diligence 
and  understanding.     (Am.  and  Eng.  Enc.  of  Law,  16,  792.) 

I  hold,  therefore,  that  upon  the  facts  shown  and  not  disputed  in  this 
case  the  soldier  must  be  presumed  to  have  known  that  his  first  wife 
was  alive  when  he  married  the  appellant. 

After  careful  consideration  I  am  constrained  to  adhere  to  the  opinion 
expressed  in  the  former  decision  that  the  first  marriage  was  not  dis- 
solved under  the  laws  of  Tennessee,  and  that  the  appellant  was  not 
legally'  married  to  tlie  soldier  and  is  not  liis  widow. 
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accrued  pension- act  .march  58,  1895-r.egat.  representatives. 

Adolph  Spraggle  (deceased). 

The  act  of  Maidi  1,  1889,  giving  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  discretionary  power  to 
pay  the  aocmed  pension  doe  any  pensioner  at  his  death  in  case  no  widow  or 
child  survived  sooh  pensioner,  to  his  legal  representatives  was  repealed  by  the 
act  of  March  2,  1895;  and  from  and  after  the  approval  of  said  last  mentioned  act 
all  snch  claims  must  be  adjudicated  thereunder,  whether  filed  before  or  since  its 
passage. 

Amfiant    Secretary  John    M.   Reynolds  to   the    Commiasianer    of  Pensions, 

September  19,  1895. 

Appellant's  claim  (Certificate  No.  489,466)  as  the  administrator  of 
the  estate  of  the  soldier  Adolph  Spraggle,  late  of  Company  A,  Second 
California  Cavalry,  was  filed  March  3,  1892,  under  the  act  of  March  1, 
1889.  It  was  rejected  July  9,  1895,  on  the  ground  that  the  said  act 
was  repealed  by  the  act  of  March  2,  1895,  and  there  was  therefore  no 
authority  of  law  for  the  allowance  or  payment  of  his  said  claim.  The 
appeal  contends  that  this  claim  was  filed  and  established  prior  to  said 
repealing  act,  and  therefore  its  rejection  was  erroneous. 

The  soldier's  claim  was  allowed  July  11,  1890,  at  $4  per  month,  com- 
mencing January  7, 1882.     He  died  July  31,  1890,  before  the  certificate 
of  pension  reached  him,  leaving,  so  far  as  appears,  no  widow  nor  minor 
child.     The  act  of  March  1,  1889,  provided,  under  these  circumstances, 
that  the  accrued  pension  might,  in  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior,  be  paid  to  the  legal  representatives  of  the  pensioner. 
Pending  the  consideration  of  the  claim  of  the  administrator  for  the 
accrued  pension  the  act  of  March  2,  1895,  was  passed,  which  provides 
that  if  no  widow  or  child  survive  the  invalid  pensioner,  and  in  certain 
other  cases  not  in  point,  *^no  payment  whatsoever  of  their  accrued 
pension  shall  be  made  or  allowed  except  so  much  as  may  be  necessary 
to  reimburse  the  person  who  bore  the  expenses  of  their  last  sickness 
and  burial,  if  they  did  not  leave  sufficient  assets  to  meet  such  expense.^' 
The  same  act  further  provides  that  "  all  prior  laws  relating  to  the  pay- 
ment of  accrued  pension  are  hereby  repealed." 

It  is  to  be  observed  that  this  act  relates  solely  to  the  payment  of 
accrued  pension.  Repealing  as  it  does  expressly,  all  prior  acts  on  that 
subject,  it  stands  as  the  only  existing  law  under  which  any  payment  of 
accrued  pension  can  be  made.  It  does  not  provide  for  payment  of  pen- 
sion under  any  circumstances  to  the  legal  representatives  of  the  deceased 
pensioner. 

The  contention  of  appellant  that  title  had  vested  in  him  as  adminis- 
trator under  the  act  of  March  1, 1889,  and  that  the  act  of  March  2, 1895, 
could  not,  under  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  be  eo  oo\ve^\,T\3L'^ 
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as  to  impair  a  vested  right,  is  not  sound.     "No  pensioner  has  a  vested 
right  in  a  pension  and,  a  fortiori,  no  one  claiming  under  or  through  bim  j 
can  have  such  right  therein  or  to  payment  thereof.     In  United  States 
V.  Teller  (107  XJ.  S.,  64),  the  Supreme  Court  said: 

No  pensioner  has  a  vested  legal  right  to  his  pension.  Pensions  are  bounties  of  tiie 
Government  which  Congress  has  the  right  to  give,  withhold,  distribnte,  or  recall  at  its 
discretion. 

The  act  of  March  2,  1895,  operates  to  take  away  authority  thereto- 
fore existing  in  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  for  the  payment  of  accrued  i 
pension  to  the  legal  representatives  of  pensioners.  The  rejection  is  i 
affirmed  accordingly.  I 


minors -section  8,  act  june  «7,  1800. 

John  M.  Laughlin  (minoe). 

1.  The  term  ''permanently  helpless,"  in  the  third  section  of  the  act  of  Jane  27,  1890, 

iB,  in  its  application  to  the  capacity  of  a  minor  to  earn  a  support,  relatively  of  th« 
same  meaning  as  the  words  '*  insane  "  and  '^  idiotic,"  used  in  the  same  clause. 

2.  The  continuance  of  pension  to  a  minor  who  has  heen  pensioned,  after  he  has  become 

16  years  old,  is  based  on  the  fact  that  he  is  ''permanently  helpless."  The  loss  of 
one  leg  does  not  render  a  minor  ''permanently  helpless,''  in  contemplation  of  the 
statute. 

Assistant    Secretary   John    M.    Reynolds    to    the   Commissioner    of   Pensiom, 

September  19,  1895, 

John  M.  and  Nancy  Laughlin,  children  of  William  M.  Laughlin,  late  of 
Company  C,  Seventy-eighth  Ohio  Infantry,  were  pensioned  in  1867,  and 
drew  pension  until  they  were  respectively  sixteen  years  of  age,  the  one 
October  3,  1869,  and  the  other  December  2,  1872. 

Afterwards,  in  1872,  a  reissue  was  made  to  change  rank  and  rate,  the 
soldier  having  been  a  second  lieutenant  instead  of  a  sergeant,  as  stated 
in  the  first  certificate.  The  elder  of  these  children,  John  M.  Laughlin, 
filed  a  claim  June  11,  1894,  for  pension  under  the  proviso  to  the  third 
section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  alleging  that  he  is  permanently  help- 
less by  the  reason  of  the  loss  of  left  leg,  the  same  having  been  ampu- 
tated in  1868  as  the  result  of  an  injury. 

This  claim  was  rejected  September  5,  1894,  and  again  April  25,  1895, 
after  a  medical  examination,  on  the  ground  that  claimant  is  not,  through 
alleged  loss  of  left  leg,  permanently  helpless,  as  contemplated  by  the 
act  of  June  27,  1890. 

From  this  action  appeal  is  taken  on  the  ground  that  appellant  believee 
himself  permanently  helpless  from  the  loss  of  left  leg  and  injury  of  right 
leg  caused  by  an  explosion. 

The  only  evidence  showing  the  claimant'^  cou'ditioTi  \a  VJcift  ciet^aSkwa^ 
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of  a  medical  examination  held  January  1,  1895.  In  this  it  is  shown 
bliat  the  stamp  of  left  leg  is  10  inches  long  and  end  of  bone  is  well 
covered,  but  there  is  some  tenderness  along  track  of  sciatic  nerve. 
There  is  no  evidence  of  existence  of  nerve  lesion,  and  the  claimant 
IS  well  nourished,  skin  clear,  heart  regular  but  weak,  lungs,  liver,  and 
spleen  normal.  He  stands  on  sound  leg  without  assistance,  has  good 
muscular  development,  goes  about  alone,  and  has  no  impairment  of 
s])ecial  senses. 

The  provisions  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  for  continuing  pension  to 
minor  children  who  are  **  insane,  idiotic,  or  otherwise  permanently  help- 
leass,-'  certainly  did  not  contemplate  the  conferring  of  such  benefit  on  a 
person  who  is  no  more  disabled  than  this  claimant  is  shown  to  be.    We 
may  judge  of  the  meaning  of  the  term  "  permanently  helpless ''  by  its 
conjunction  with  the  words  "  insane,"  *^  idiotic,''  with  which  it  is  rela- 
tively synonymous,  as  shown  by  the  connecting  adverb  "  otherwise," 
this  identity  of  meaning  having  special  reference  to  the  ability  of  the 
beneficiary  to  earn  a  support.     That  is,  in  the  sense  that  an  insane  or 
idiotic  person  would  be  incapable  of  earning  a  living  or  attending  to 
his  personal  comforts,  so  one  suffering  from  permanent  injuries  or  dis- 
ease of  body  in  a  degree  that  would  prevent  him  from  performing  any 
labor  or  from  caring  for  himself  would  be  helpless,  and  entitled  to  the 
l)eDefits  conferred  by  the  said  proviso. 

The  act  of  June  27,  1890,  in  all  of  its  provisions,  indicates  the  inten- 
tion to  secure  to  the  several  classes  of  persons  mentioned  therein  such 
help  as  will  supplement  their  own  efforts  in  earning  a  support,  or  as 
will  supply  in  part  the  means  of  support  when  they  are  wholly  inca- 
pacitated for  earning  it.  To  the  soldier  himself  this  help  is  supplied 
when  he  is  suffering  from  a  permanent  disability,  mental  or  physical, 
which  materially  interferes  with  his  capacity  to  labor.  To  the  parents 
of  such  soldier  the  same  benefits  as  the  general  laws  had  provided  were 
extended  when  they  are  without  other  present  means  of  support  than 
their  own  manual  labor.  To  the  widows  of  such  soldiers  the  help  is 
conferred  when  she  is  '*  without  other  means  of  support  than  her  daily 
labor,"  and  to  minor  children  when  there  is  no  widow.  Then  there  is 
an  extension  of  the  same  help  to  such  children  of  the  soldier  as  having 
been  pensioned  as  minors  continue,  by  reason  of  infirmity,  in  a  state  in 
which  they  are  not  more  capable  of  helping  themselves  than  they  were 
a,s  minors,  or  in  short  are  *^  permanently  helpless." 

In  this  proviso  there  is  no  reference  to  degrees  of  disability,  and  no 
title  is  conferred  except  when  there  is  "permanent  helplessness."  The 
claimant  in  this  case  is  not  helpless,  is  not  even  shown  to  be  totally 
disabled  for  manual  labor  or  incapable  of  earning  his  support,  and  he 
is  not  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  said  provision.  The  rejection  of  the 
claim  was  proper,  and  is  affirmed. 
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death  cause. 
Ellen  Flynn  (widow). 

Soldier's  death  (after  discharge)  from  poisoning  in  consequence  of  a  mistake  made  bj 
the  physician  who  was  treating  him  for  a  disease  claimed  to  have  been  oon^cted 
in  the  service,  or  by  the  druggist  in  putting  up  the  medicine^  can  not  be  accepted 
as  being  so  directly  connected  witli  his  military  service  as  to  warrant  the  allowance 
of  pension  to  his  widow  under  section  4702  of  the  Revised  Statutes. 

Assistant  Secretary  John   M.   Reynolds   to   the    Commissioner    of   Pensiom^ 

September  21,  1895, 

It  appears  from  the  papers  in  this  case  that  the  soldier,  Thomas 
Flynn,  late  of  Company  C,  Eighth  New  Hampshire  Volunteers,  was  in 
the  military  service  of  the  United  States  from  December  21,  1861,  to 
December  31,  1864,  and  again  from  April  4,  1865,  to  May  6,  1865,  and 
died  April  12,  1871,  without  having  made  any  application  for  pension. 

Twenty-three  years  later  (April  19,  1894)  his  widow  applied  for  pen- 
sion claiming  that  his  death  was  due  to  a  complication  of  diseases  con- 
tracted while  in  the  Army.  She  had  previously,  on  July  11, 1890,  filed 
a  claim  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  which  was  allowed  in  April, 
1893.  The  claim  under  the  old  law  was  rejected  in  May  last  on  the 
ground  that  the  soldier's  death  was  not  due  to  his  military  service. 
From  that  action  an  appeal  was  taken  August  24,  1895,  in  which  it  is 
contended  that  the  facts  in  evidence  warrant  a  special  examination. 

The  soldier  died  at  Lebanon,  N.  H.  The  town  records  show  that 
the  cause  of  death  was  poisoning  by  tincture  of  colchicum.  It  appears 
from  the  parole  testimony  that  he  was  afflicted  with  rheumatism  (allied 
to  have  been  contracted  during  his  army  service)  and  was  under  med- 
ical treatment  b}'  Dr.  James  A.  Davis,  now  deceased,  who  prescribed 
tincture  of  colchicum.  The  doctor  claimed  that  the  druggist  made  a 
mistake  in  filling  the  prescription.  Be  that  as  it  may  it  seems  clear 
that  the  soldier's  death  was  not  caused  by  disease  contracted  in  the 
Army  or  otherwise,  but  was  due  to  a  blunder  made  either  by  his  physi- 
cian or  by  the  druggist.  It  may  be  said  that  there  would  have  been  no 
occasion  for  him  to  take  medicine  had  it  not  been  for  the  disease,  and 
that  his  death  was,  therefore,  indirectly  due  to  his  army  service  (assum- 
ing that  the  disease  originated  in  the  service),  but  I  am  of  the  opinion 
that  the  connection  is  too  remote  to  warrant  the  allowance  of  pension. 

Where  death  has  resulted  from  mistake  or  bad  judgment  on  the  part 
of  the  soldier  himself  in  taking  drugs  to  relieve  an  ailment  contracted 
in  the  service  it  has  been  held  that  his  widow  was  not  pensionable. 
(Alice  E.  Travers'  appeal,  1  P.  D.,  110.)  In  a  decision  on  the  appeal 
in  the  case  of  Sarah  A.,  mother  of  John  G.  Stack  (2  P.  D.,  153),  in 
which  it  was  shown  that  the  soldier  died  from  an  overdose  of  laudanum 


DECISIONS    RELATIXG   TO    PENSIONS.  56 

taken  to  relieve  him  of  a  bowel  complaint  contracted  in  the  service, 
Assistant  Secretary  Hawkins  stated  the  rule  applicable  to  such  ca^es 
as  follows : 

It  is  a  well-established  maxim  that  *Mii  law  the  immediate  and  not  the  remote  oaose 
of  any  event  is  regarded."  To  entitle  claimant  to  pension  the  death  of  her  son  must 
hare  been  the  natnral,  direct,  or  proximate  result  of  his  disease  contracted  in  the  service. 
If  any  other  cause  than  his  disease  or  its  legitimate  consequences  intervenes,  then  the 
death  becomes  too  remote  and,  therefore,  claimant  would  not  be  entitled  to  pension. 

The  decision  of  Assistant  Secretary  Bussey  in  the  case  of  Tamezen 
Ball,  mother  of  Augustus  F.  Caldecott  (3  P.  D.,  183;,  may  seem  to  be 
in  conflict  with  the  above,  but  that  decision  was  influenced  to  a  greater 
or  less  extent  by  the  following  circumstances : 

1.  There  was  some  doubt  as  to  whether  the  soldier  was  sane  at  the 
time  he  took  the  fatal  dose  of  laudanum,  it  being  shown  that  his  suffer- 
ings from  the  disease  contracted  in  the  service  had  been  so  intense  as 
to  impair  his  mental  faculties. 

2.  The  disease  itself  would  have  very  soon  ended  his  life  if  he  had 
not  taken  the  overdose  of  laudanum. 

3.  It  was  stated  by  his  physician  that  the  amount  of  laudanum  taken 
would  not  have  been  sufficient  to  cause  death  had  it  not  been  for  the 
enfeebled  condition  to  which  his  system  had  been  reduce^  by  the  disease. 

Even  with  these  circumstances  shown  (none  of  which  appear  in  the 
case  now  under  consideration)  the  allowance  of  the  mother's  claim  was 
a  departure  from  the  general  and  long  settled  rule  stated  by  Assistant 
Secretary  Hawkins.  As  it  is  clear,  from  the  evidence  in  this  case,  that 
the  soldier's  death  was  not  the  direct,  natural,  or  proximate  result  of 
disease  contracted  in  the  service  but  was  due  to  a  blunder  or  accident, 
I  see  no  necessity  for  a  special  examination.  The  action  of  your  Bureau 
is  affirmed. 


REMARRIAGIS— ACT  JUL.Y  37,  1899. 

Margaret  A.  L.  Hinton  (alleged  widow). 

The  remarriage  of  the  widow  of  an  officer  or  enlisted  man  who  served  in  the  Indian  war 
exclndes  her  from  the  benefits  provided  by  the  act  of  Jnly  27,  1892,  notwithstand- 
ing the  dissolution  of  such  remarriage  by  a  decree  of  divorce  entered  prior  to  the 
passage  of  said  act. 

Assistant  Secretary  John  M.   Reynolds    to    the    Commissioner  of   Pensions, 

September  19,  1895. 

Appellant  filed  a  claim  (No.  5,081)  for  pension  under  the  act  of  July 
27,  1892,  on  the  2d  day  of  December,  1893,  as  the  widow  of  Lewis 
Hinton,  formerly  a  soldier  in  Captain  Houston's  Spy  BaUaYvoii^'^XNxiicyvA 
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Yolunteers,  in  the  Black  Hawk  Indian  war,  alleging  that  said  soldier 
died  February  29, 1862. 

Her  claim  was  rejected  May  15,  1895,  on  the  ground  of  her  remar- 
riage in  1872,  after  soldier's  death,  from  which  action  an  appeal  was 
taken. 

The  soldier  died  February  28,  1862.  According  to  appellant's  own 
testimony,  taken  by  a  special  examiner  of  your  Bureau,  she  was  remar- 
ried to  one  Abner  Cosey  in  1872,  and  was  divorced  from  him  about  two 
years  thereafter.  The  records  of  the  circuit  court  of  Montgomery 
County,  111.,  show  that  said  Cosey  procured  a  divorce  from  appellant 
in  November,  1875,  on  the  ground  of  desertion. 

Section  1  of  the  act  of  July  27,  1892,  provides  pension  for  the  sur- 
viving widows  of  officers  and  enlisted  men  who  served  in  the  Black 
Hawk  war,  etc.,  ^^Provided,  that  such  widows  have  not  remarried." 

By  the  proviso  to  said  section  all  widows  who  have  remarried  are 
particularly  excepted  from  the  beneficial  provisions  of  said  act,  and 
the  decree  of  divorce  referred  to  does  not  operate  to  except  appellant 
from  the  proviso  contained  in  said  section. 

The  action  of  your  Bureau  was  proper  and  the  same  is  accordingly 
affirmed. 


line  of  duty— personal  altercation. 
Bowman  H.  Peterson. 

Claimant,  who  was  shot  bj'  a  civilian  in  consequence  of  remarks  made  by  him  relative 
to  a  quarrel  then  in  progress  between  such  civilian  and  another  officer  of  claimant's 
regiment,  is  held  not  to  have  been  in  the  line  of  duty,  regardless  of  the  question  as 
to  whether  or  not  his  remarks  were  sufficient  provocation  for  the  shooting. 

Assistant   Secretary   John   M,   Reynolds    to    the    Commissioner    of  Pensions^ 

October  31,  1895, 

Claimant  was  surgeon  of  the  Eighth  Missouri  Infantry  from  June 
12,  1861,  to  March  28,  1862.  April  10,  1895,  he  filed  an  application 
(No.  1,166,463)  for  pension  on  account  of  a  pistol-shot  wound  of  the 
back  incurred  at  Cairo,  111.,  in  the  summer  of  1861.  His  claim  was 
rejected  by  your  Bureau  in  September  last  on  the  ground  that  said 
wound  was  not  received  in  the  line  of  dutv.  From  that  action  an 
appeal  is  taken. 

It  appears  from  the  evidence  that  while  claimant's  regiment  was  sta- 
tioned at  Cape  Girardeau,  in  the  summer  of  1861,  it  issued  a  paper 
called  the  '*  Zouave  Register,"  of  which  Lieutenant-Colonel  Peckham 
was  the  editor.  An  article  published  in  said  paper,  it  appears,  gave 
offense  to  a  citizen  named  Kelley,  a  correspondent  oi  «biio\;Xi^T  i^w^t^ 
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who  sent  word  to  said  officer  that  he  would  demand  satisfaction.  In 
September  of  that  year,  while  said  lieutenant-colonel  and  claimant 
were  stopping  at  the  St.  Charles  Hotel,  Cairo,  111.,  en  route  to  Paducah, 
Ky.,  Kelley  came  to  the  hotel  and  sent  word  that  he  wished  to  see 
Colonel  Peckham.  Claimant,  having  finished  his  dinner,  walked  into 
the  room  where  Kelley  was  waiting  and  asked  him  if  the  note  sent 
Colonel  Peckham  was  meant  to  apply  to  the  regiment  or  the  individual. 
Kelley  answered  that  it  was  meant  to  apply  to  the  latter,  when  claim- 
ant remarked:  '*  You  are  a  fool  for  taking  offense  at  such  a  trivial 
matter,"  and  walked  away.  Kelley  followed,  and,  without  speaking 
further,  drew  a  pistol  and  fired,  the  ball  entering  claimant's  back. 

It  is  contended  by  the  claimant  that  the  shot  was  fired  at  the  lieu- 
tenant-colonel, and  not  at  him,  but  there  is  no  evidence  that  he  aimed 
at  the  lieutenant-colonel,  or  that  the  colonel  waa  in  the  room  at  the 
time. 

While  claimant  was  not  originally  a  party  to  the  quarrel,  he 
obtruded  himself  into  it  by  his  remarks.  Whether  or  not  the  provoca- 
tion given  was  sufficient  to  justify  the  shooting  is  immaterial,  as  it  is 
clear  that  in  accosting  Kelley  as  he  did  he  was  not  in  the  performance 
of  any  military  duty,  and  the  service  was  not  responsible  for  injuries 
growing  out  of  such  personal  altercation.  (Appeal  of  Mary  A. 
McManus,  4  P.  D.,  346.) 
The  action  of  your  Bureau  is  accordingly  affirmed. 


service— enlistment— act  july  «7,  189«. 

James  M.  Griffin. 

daimant  entered  the  service  in  the  place  of  his  brother  and  assumed  his  bit)ther's  name, 
serving  more  than  thirty  days.  The  record  of  the  War  Department  shows  that  he 
was  accepted  into  the  service  in  the  manner  specified^  and  that  his  service  is  regarded 
by  that  Department  as  separate  and  distinct  from  that  of  the  princijial  (his  brother) 
and  as  having  been  entered  upon  under  an  implied  contract  equivalent  to  an  enlist- 
ment and  muster  into  the  senice  of  the  United  States. 

Held^  That  his  service  meets  the  reouirements  of  the  statute,  and  he  is  entitled  to  pen- 
sion thereunder. 

Assigtant    Secretary   John    M.    Reynolds    to    the    Commissioner   of  Pensions^ 

October  31,  1895, 

This  claimant  filed  his  application  for  pension  (No.  4,922)  August  16, 
1894,  alleging  service  in  Captain  Calhoun's,  afterwards  Capt.  John  Jones* 
company,  Georgia  Militia,  in  the  war  with  the  Creek  Indians.  In  explan- 
ation of  his  service  he  states  in  an  affidavit,  filed  wit\\  \\\^  dQiC\^t^\\Q\i^ 
that  bis  brother,  Charles  W,  Griffin,  had  originally  euliBteOi  \\\  ^\».^  Q>t 
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June,  1836,  in  Captain  Calhoun's  company,  and  after  serving  something 
over  a  month  requested  claimant  to  take  his  place,  which  he  did,  and 
served  out  the  term  as  a  substitute  and  was  discharged  with  the  com- 
pany which  was  then  commanded  by  Capt.  John  Jones.  The  reason  of 
this  was  that  the  brother  had  a  family  who  greatly  desired  his  presence 
at  home. 

The  claim  was  rejected  January  5,  1894,  on  the  ground  that  there  is 
no  record  that  claimant  was  an  enlisted  man,  and  he  is  not  therefore 
entitled  to  pension. 

From  this  action  appeal  is  made  by  G.  W.  Morrell,  attorney,  who 
states  that  it  is  not  claimed  that  the  claimant  was  regularly  enlisted 
but  that  he  served  as  a  substitute  for  his  brother,  and  his  service  was 
for  more  than  thirty  days  and  he  should  be  pensioned. 

The  only  question  at  issue  in  this  case  is  whether  the  claimant  was 
enlisted  into  the  service  of  the  United  States.  If,  as  the  attorney  admits, 
he  was  not  enlisted  but  served  as  a  substitute  for  and  in  place  of  his 
brother  his  claim  must  fall,  because  there  is  no  provision  of  law  for 
allowing  pension  for  such  service.  Section  4693  Revised  Statutes,  para- 
graph 1,  and  the  act  of  July  27,  1892,  are  specific  in  requiring  that  the 
beneficiaries  thereunder  must  have  been  enlisted  into  the  service  of  the 
United  States.  In  several  cases,  some  of  which  involved  a  like  state 
of  facts  to  this  one,  and  others  where  the  question  at  issue  was  the  same, 
I  have  had  occasion  to  point  out  that  the  basis  of  all  claims  for  pension 
is  the  enlistment  of  the  soldier  on  whose  account  the  claim  is  made. 
(See  the  cases  of  Mary  E.  Davis  and  Hannah  Chapman,  7  P.  D.,  66 
and  385.) 

In  the  decisions  referred  to  it  is  held  that  all  questions  touching  the 
service  of  a  soldier  are  to  be  distinctly  settled  by  the  War  Department, 
and  upon  the  report  of  that  Department  the  title  to  pension  will  be 
determined. 

In  this  case  the  report  is  as  follows : 

C.  W.  Griffin,  Capt.  John  Jones'  (formerly  Capt.  E.  N.  Calhoun's)  company,  Woo<l's 
Battalion,  Third  Brigade  Georgia  Militia  Infantry  (Creek  'N^ar),  was  enrolled  June  i'\ 
1836,  at  West  Point,  Ga.,  and  mustered  out  with  company  August  18,  1836,  at  same 
place.  No  evidence  that  soldier  ever  furnished  a  substitute.  Name  of  James  M.  Griffin 
has  not  been  found  on  the  rolls  of  company. 

A  report  from  the  Second  Auditor,  Treasury  Department,  is  similar 
to  the  above.  A  later  report  from  the  War  Department  dated  December 
29,  1894,  is  aa  follows  : 

It  has  this  day  been  determined  by  this  Department  that  James  M.  Griffin  was  accepted 
into  the  service  of  the  Unit<?d  States  on  or  about  July  15,  1836,  as  a  private  in  Capt.  John 
Jones'  company,  Wood's  Battalion,  Third  Brigade  Georgia  Militia  Infantry,  Creek  war; 
that  he  assumed  the  name  of  Cliailts  W.  Griffin  who  was  discharged  the  service  on  or 
about  the  same  date,  and  that  he  took  Chtirles  W.  Griffin's  place  in  the  company  and 
was  mustered  out  of  service  with  it  August  18,  1^36. 
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The  facte  here  stated  are  also  shown  in  the  evidence  filed  in  the  claim 
for  pension.  This  report,  without  distinctly  stating  that  the  claimant 
was  enrolled  or  enlisted  seems  to  imply  that  such  was  the  fact.  The 
statement  that  he  was  acScepted  into  the  service,  that  his  brother  was 
dischai^ed  about  the  same  time,  that  he  served  the  rest  of  the  term  and 
was  mustered  out  with  the  company,  indicates  that  there  was  an  enlist- 
ment of  claimant,  a  separate  and  distinct  service  of  the  two  men  of  more 
than  thirty  days  each,  and  a  separate  discharge  of  both.  Except  that 
nothing  in  regard  to  a  soldier's  service  may  be  taken  by  implication, 
and  that,  as  before  stated,  it  is  the  province  of  the  War  Department  to 
determine  the  precise  status,  it  would  be  justifiable  to  infer  from  this 
report  that  not  only  did  claimant  take  his  brother's  place  as  a  substi- 
tute, but  that  he  was  enrolled  and  served  for  himself  in  a  separate  term 
of  service,  his  brother  having  been  discharged.  The  fact  that  he  bore 
his  brother's  name  is  of  little  consequence,  if  it  is  a  fact  that  he  entered 
himself  into  a  contract  of  enlistment  with  the  Government  and  was 
accepted  for  himself  and  not  for  his  brother. 

In  accordance  with  this  view  when  the  appeal  was  first  considered 
it  was  deemed  proper  to  request  an  additional  report  from  the  War 
Department  as  to  whether  claimant's  service  was  regarded  as  separate 
and  distinct  from  that  of  his  brother,  and  as  rendered  under  an  enlist- 
ment by  himself.  In  response  to  this  request  the  following  report  was 
made: 

That  the  service  of  the  substitute  in  this  case  is  regarded  by  this  Department  as  sep- 
arate and  distinct  from  that  of  the  principal,  and  as  having  been  entered  upon  under  an 
implied  contract  equivalent  to  an  enlistment  and  muster  into  the  service  of  the  Unit«d 
States. 

This  statement  effectually  settles  the  status  of  appellant  and  places 
him  upon  a  pensionable  basis.  He  entered  the  service  in  the  capacity 
of  a  substitute  but  was  subsequently  recognized  as  performing  an  indi- 
vidual service  under  an  implied  contract  equivalent  to  an  enlistment, 
personal  in  all  respects  except  in  name,  and  entitled  to  all  emoluments 
of  pay,  bounty,  and  pension,  that  an  original  enlistment  in  his  own 
name  would  have  given  him. 

The  rejection  of  the  claim  is  reversed,  and  the  papers  are  returned 
for  a  readjudication  in  accordance  with  the  facts  as  stated. 


di8r.oyar.ty--discharge— desertion— act  june  87,  1890. 
Isaac  N.  Babb  alias  John  Dunlap. 

1.  Involuntary  service  in  Confederate  army  by  a  conscript  does  not  bring  a  claimant 

for  pension  within  the  provisions  of  section  4716  of  the  Revised  Statutes. 

2.  Appellant  was  22  yean  old  when  he  entered  the  Confederate  aeT\\ce.    T\v«  «^\^i6\\xsvS^ 
of  the  conacriptioD  law  of  the  Confederacy  of  April,  lB61i,  Yfas  Itom  \%  \ft  *i^>  ^^«s^\ 
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that  of  September,  1862,  18  to  45  yeara;  and  of  the  law  of  Februaiy,  1864,  from  17 
to  50  years,  and  appellant  was  subject  to  conscription,  as  alleged  and  shown. 
3.  An  honorable  discharge  from  all  service  contracted  to  be  performed  during  the  war 
of  the  rebellion  is  a  prerequisite  to  pension  under  the  second  section  of  the  act  of 
June  27,  1890,  and  appellant's  desertion  from  the  United  States  service  in  1863, 
and  failure  to  receive  an  honorable  discharge  bars  his  right  to  pension  under  said  act^ 

Assistant   Secretary   John    M.  Reynolds    to    the    Commissioner    of   Pensions, 

September  IS,  1895, 

May  11,  1892,  appellant  was  pensioned  (Certificate  No.  16,762), 
under  the  second  section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  at  the  rate  of  $12 
per  month  from  July  6,  1890. 

July  30,  1896,  after  due  notice,  his  name  was  dropped  from  the  roll 
under  section  4716  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  "on  the  ground  of  disloy- 
alty, he  having  previously  served  in  the  Confederate  army." 

From  this  action  he  appeals,  contending  that  he  was  a  Union  man 
during  the  war  of  the  rebellion,  and  that  his  service  in  the  Confederate 
army  was  involuntary,  having  been  conscripted  into  the  service  and 
made  his  escape  as  soon  as  possible. 

Tlie  War  Department  reports  Isaac  N.  Babb,  Company  A,  Sixtieth 
Tennessee  Infantry,  C.  S.  A.,  enrolled  August  1862,  at  Jonesboro,  for 
three  years,  and  captured  at  Big  Black,  Miss.,  May  7,  1863. 

Records  of  Camp  Morton,  Ind.,  showed  Isaac  N.  Babb,  Sixtieth 
Tennessee  Volunteers,  prisoner  of  war,  enlisted  in  the  Twenty-third 
Indiana  Battery  June,  1863.  The  records  of  said  battery  show  that 
he  was  enlisted  June  11,  1863,  and  deserted  September  17,  i863. 

He  served  in  the  United  States  Navy  from  February  17,  1864,  to 
March  1,  1865. 

If,  as  alleged,  appellant's  service  in  the  Confederate  army  was  not 
voluntary,  but  wholly  compulsory,  he  is  excepted  from  the  operation  of 
section  4716  of  the  Revised  Statutes  (appeal  of  Augustus  Longee,  7 
P.  D.,  586),  and  the  dropping  of  his  name  on  the  ground  stated  was 
error. 

The  first  Confederate  conscription  law,  passed  April  16,  1862,  fixed 
the  age  limit  at  from  18  to  35  years;  the  second,  passed  September  27, 
1862,  from  18  to  45 ;  and  third,  passed  in  February,  1864,  from  17  to 
50  years. 

Soldier  was  22  years  old  when  he  entered  the  Confederate  service,  so 
he  was  subject  to  conscription. 

It  is  satisfactorily  shown  by  testimony  of  neighbors  and  members  of 
the  Sixtieth  Tennessee  Confederate  Volunteers  that  appellant  was  a 
Union  man ;  that  he  was  conscripted,  and  arrested  and  brought  to  the 
regiment ;  tliat  he  cheered  for  President  Lincoln  and  the  Union  after 
joining  the  regiment,  and  was  known  in  his  company  as  a  sympathizer 
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with  the  Union  cause  and  was  under  arrest  for  his  expressions.  His 
explanation  of  his  desertion  from  the  Twenty-third  Indiana  Battery  was 
that  a  sergeant  in  his  regiment  who  was  in  prison  with  him  when  he 
eulisted  in  said  battery  threatened  to  inform  the  Ck)nfederate  authorities 
in  order  that  he  might  be  shot  if  captured ,  and  hearing  that  this 
battery  had  been  ordered  to  Tennessee  he  feared  the  consequences  and 
deserted,  but  subsequently  enlisted  in  the  navy  under  the  name  of 
Dunlap. 

I  am  of  the  opinion,  therefore,  that  appellant's  service  in  the  Con- 
federate army  was  not  voluntary  but  compulsory,  and  that  the  drop- 
ping of  his  name  from  the  roll  upon  the  ground  assigned  by  you — dis- 
loyalty— under  section  4716  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  was  error. 

But  a  record  of  desertion  from  the  Twenty-third  Indiana  Battery 
stands  against  him  which  the  War  Department  refuses  to  remove;  and 
under  the  rules  of  the  Department  he  can  not  be  pensioned  under  the 
act  of  June  27,  1890,  unless  he  has  received  an  honorable  discharge 
from  the  entire  service  he  contracted  to  serve  during  the  war  of  the 
rebellion,  and  your  action  is  affirmed  upon  this  ground,  and  not  that 
stated  by  your  Bureau. 


practice— appeai^— record, 

William  E.  Seavy. 

1.  It  is  within  the  diacretion  of  the  Commiasioner  of  Pensions  to  decline  to  indicate  to 

an  attorney  wherein  certain  evidence  filed  fails  to  establish  the  fact  intended. 

2.  The  attorney  has  the  right  of  appeal  when  the  record  is  complete. 

Amgtant    Secretary   John    M.    Reynolds   to    the   Commissioner    of  Pensions^ 

November  23,  1895, 

Appellants,  on  June  24,  1896,  asked  to  be  advised  by  you  wherein 
the  evidence  of  J.  H.  Hopper  and  John  Morrison,  filed  in  the  claim  of 
William  E.  Seavy,  late  of  Ck)mpany  C,  Seventh  Wisconsin  Infantry 
(No.  399,953),  fjBiiled  to  establish  the  incurrence  of  the  disability  upon 
which  pensionable  title  is  based. 

August  29,  1895,  appellants  filed  their  appeal  from  your  refusal  to 
supply  the  information  desired,  alleging  their  inability  to  intelligently 
proceed  with  the  prosecution  of  the  claim  unless  advised  wherein  said 
evidence  is  insufficient. 

It  would  seem  that  defective  evidence  should  be  as  readily  discover- 
able by  an  intelligent  attorney  as  by  the  examiners  of  your  Bureau. 
As  competent  attorneys,  learned  in  law,  the  weight  of  evidence  should 
be  even  ixuHre  apparent  to  the  latter.  It  is  to  the  attorney's  interest  to 
aecure  ihe  beet  evidence  obtainable.     It  is  his  duty  a&  nii^W  \a  9jaj(^T\»lYc\. 
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the  statas  and  requirementa  of  the  claim.  It  is  not  claimed  that  this 
has  not  been  done.  I  understand  it  is  the  usual  course  in  your  Bureau 
to  advise  an  attorney  of  these  facts. 

A  certain  disability  conceived  to  give  rise  to  pensionable  title  is 
alleged  by  a  claimant.  He  must  prove  it  was  incurred  in  or  was  due 
to  his  army  service.  It  should  not  be  a  difficult  task  for  any  attorney 
to  determine  the  manner  of  procedure  and  the  character  of  evidence 
necessary  in  each  case.  For  instance,  take  the  claim  under  considera- 
tion. The  soldier  alleged  the  incurrence  of  deafness  in  the  service. 
Appellants  are  no  doubt  aware  that  no  medical  or  other  record  evi- 
dence of  its  existence  in  service  was  found.  They  are  also  aware  that 
the  claimant;  even  with  the  aid  of  careful ,  special  examination,  has 
failed  to  establish  his  claim.  Cumulative  evidence  would  be  of  little 
or  no  value.  Evidence  to  be  effective  would  have  to  be  positive,  satis- 
factory, and  of  great  weight.  There  is  as  plain  an  issue  presented  as 
one  could  expect  to  find.  The  appellants  should  be  able  to  tell  whether 
affidavits  filed  by  them  are  worth  anything,  and  are,  in  form  or  sub- 
stance, what  they  should  be. 

It  should  not  be  necessary,  nor  would  it  be  wise,  to  make  your  exam- 
iners parties  to  the  prosecution  of  the  claim.  The  requirements  in  the 
case  under  consideration  seem  plain,  but  cases  arise  where  a  nicety  of 
discrimination  is  needed  as  to  what  evidence  would  be  most  desirable. 
The  examiners'  judgment  might  be  at  fault.  If  relied  upon  by  the 
attorney  and  rejection  might  ensue,  it  is  not  improbable  you  would  be 
called  upon  to  explain  a  procedure  not  contemplated  by  law  and  lead- 
ing to  many  vexatious  and  unnecessary  issues. 

Again,  should  you  adopt  the  course  of  advising  attorneys  that  cer- 
tain affidavits  filed  by  them  in  support  of  a  claim  are,  for  instance, 
false,  or  that  the  affiants  are  found  not  to  be  creditable,  there  would 
follow  the  filing  of  affidavits  to  disprove  and  rebut  the  charge,  and 
thus  bring  into  the  case  a  collateral  issue  wholly  unwarranted,  and  I 
am  sure  also  subversive  of  claimant's  interests. 

Briefly,  I  may  assign  these  additional  reasons  for  denying  the  priv- 
ilege claimed. 

1.  Correspondence,  cross-examination,  or  special  examination  are 
found  to  lead,  in  many  cases,  to  a  modification,  retraction,  or  denial  of 
statements  made  in  an  original  affidavit. 

2.  An  appeal  to  an  ignorant  affiant,  or  one  unlearned  in  pathology, 
or  who  does  not  realize  the  inconsistency  or  irrelevancy  of  his  state- 
ments, will  often  insure  a  more  certiiin  and  definite  statement,  thereby 
rendering  an  apparently  worthless  affidavit  of  real  value. 

3.  All  the  evidence  filed  must  be  considered  as  an  entirety.  The 
effect  of  one  affidavit  can  not  ordinarily  be  stated  before  it  is  consid- 
ered with  the  rest.     I  think  you  should  be  permitted  to  exercise  your 
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dificretion  as  to  stating  your  pofiition  in  a  case  before  you  have  received 
and  reviewed  it  as  an  entirety. 

4.  I  accept  your  su^estion  that  a  pre-acknowledgment  or  admission 
of  error  would  embarrass  the  Department  on  appeal.  For  on  appeal 
your  admissions,  if  conceived  to  be  erroneous,  would  have  to  be  repu- 
diated by  those  holding  appellate  jurisdiction. 

5.  That  courtesy  should  be  extended  affiants  which  would  preclude 
any  intimation  of  fraud,  untruthfulness,  or  error  in  their  affidavits, 
until  an  investigation  or  a  review  of  all  the  evidence  should  disclose 
this  to  be  undisputable. 

6.  Both  the  attorney  and  his  client  have  the  right  of  appeal  to  the 
Department  upon  final  adjudication  in  your  Bureau,  and  then,  upon 
the  whole  record,  any  assignment  of  error  can  and  will  receive  an  intel- 
ligent consideration. 

I  shall  not  discuss  the  opportunities  afibrded  unscrupulous  attorneys 
for  secnring,  upon  a  pretext,  information  which  might  lead  to  the  per- 
petration, of  fraud  in  the  allowance  of  claims  devoid  of  merit.  The 
case  under  consideration  has  been  in  the  hands  of  ten  special  exam- 
iners. It  would  seem  that  the  Grovernment  may  not  be  charged  with 
any  denial  of  aid  to  this  soldier  to  enable  him  to  establish  his  claim. 
Nor  would  it  appear  that  any  reasonable  doubt  should  exist  in  the 
minds  of  the  claimant's  attorneys  as  to  the  probable  effect  of  two  affi- 
davits, which  they  have  supplied,  upon  the  great  mass  of  testimony  with 
which  they  are  presumably,  in  the  interests  of  their  client,  familiar. 

This  is  an  ex  parte  proceeding,  but  even  under  ordinary  legal  pro- 
cedure appellants  could  scarcely  hope  to  have  disclosed  to  them  the 
condition  or  effect  of  evidence  filed  by  them  in  support  of  their  conten- 
tion until  their  case  was  closed. 

I  conceive,  morever,  that,  in  issues  of  this  kind,  you  are  warranted 
in  exercising  your  own  discretion,  leaving  to  the  attorney  the  right  of 
appeal  to  this  Department  upon  the  whole  record. 

I  have  neither  considered  nor  passed  upon  the  character  or  effect  of 
the  two  affidavits  in  dispute,  for  this  is  not,  a,nd  can  not,  as  heretofore 
stated,  ordinarily  become  an  issue  on  appeal  until  final  adjudication  in 
vour  Bureau. 


notice— extension  of  time. 
Francis  S.  Flint. 

June  13,  1895,  notice  waa  given  claimant  to  show  cause  why  his  name  should  not  be 
dropped  from  the  roll.  July  23,  1895,  he  requested  more  time,  stating  that  he  had 
been  unavoidably  delayed  in  procuring  his  evidence.  His  name  was  dropped  from 
the  roll  August  1, 1895,  and  on  August  16, 1895,  he  furnished  the  evidence  promised. 

Held,  That  the  caee  abonld  be  reopened  and  said  evidence  consideTed. 
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AmstarU  Secretary  John  M.  Reynolds    to    the   Commissioner    of   Pensiow, 

November  2S,  1895. 

Claimant,  late  of  Second  Battery,  Minnesota  Light  Artillery,  on 
October  2,  1895,  appealed  from  the  action  of  your  Bureau  of  August 
1,  1895,  dropping  his  name  from  the  rolls,  contending  that  the  notice 
served  upon  him  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  December  21, 1893, 
was  defective  in  not  stating  the  grounds  and  reasons  of  the  proposed 
dropping.  He  further  contends  that  being  unable  to  furnish  the  med- 
ical evidence  within  the  thirty  days  named  in  the  notice  of  June  13, 
1895,  he  asked  for  additional  time,  which  he  supposed  was  granted,  and 
that  on  August  12,  1895,  he  furnished  the  evidence  required  by  the 
notice,  but  in  the  meantime  his  name  had  been  dropped  for  failure  to 
furnish  the  evidence  within  the  thirty  days. 

It  appears  from  the  files  of  the  case  that  on  July  23,  1895,  claimant 
addressed  a  communication  to  your  Bureau,  in  which  he  stated  that  he 
had  been  unavoidably  delayed  in  procuring  his  evidence,  thjB  doctors 
not  being  where  he  could  reach  them  without  trouble,  and  requested  an 
extension  of  time,  promising  to  furnish  the  evidence  the  next  week. 

This  letter  bears  the  stamp  of  your  Bureau  as  received  July  25, 1895. 
On  August  1,  1895,  your  Bureau,  without  waiting  for  the  testimony 
promised,  took  action  on  his  case  and  dropped  his  name  from  the  roll 
on  the  ground  of  '*  no  response  to  thirty  days  notice  to  drop." 

On  August  16,  1895,  the  affidavits  of  his  physician  and  others  were 
received  at  your  Bureau  as  evidenced  by  the  office  stamp,  but  the  same 
have  never  been  considered. 

I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  action  appealed  from  should  be  rescinded, 
the  case  reopened,  and  the  evidence  filed  by  claimant  considered  by 
your  Bureau,  and  it  is  so  ordered. 


service-record. 

Phillip  John. 

1.  The  report  of  the  War  Department  showing  that  the  Hawkina-Taylor  Commiasion 

credited  claimant  with  but  two  months'  (sixty-one  days')  service  during  the  war 
of  the  rebellion  is  oondosive  of  the  question  of  service  in  this  case. 

2.  Such  service  having  been  less  than  ninety  days,  his  claim  nnder  the  second  section  of 

the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  was  properly  rejected  on  that  gronnd. 

Assistant  Secretary  John    M,   Reynolds  to    the    Commissioner  of   Pensions^ 

November  23,  1895. 

Appellant's  claim  (No.  1,002,790),  under  the  second  section  of  the 
act  of  June  27,  1890,  was  rejected  July  22,  1891,  on  the  ground  that  he 
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had  not  served  ninety  days  in  the  military  or  naval  service  of  the 
United  States  during  the  war  of  the  rebellion.  The  appeal  contends 
that  he  was  enrolled  June  20,  1861,  and  was  discharged  October  13, 
1861,  and  that  as  the  time  included  between  these  dates  is  more  than 
ninety  days,  the  ground  of  rejection  is  error. 

Claimant  served  in  Company  A,  Boonville  Battalion,  Missouri  Home 
Guards.     The  adjutant-general  of  the  State  of  Missouri  certifies  that 
he  was  enlisted  June  20,  and  mustered  out  October  31,  1861.     This 
Department  and  your  Bureau  do  not,  however,  rely  upon  the  reports 
of  any  State  official  as  to  length  of  service  of  troops,  but  upon  the 
reports  of  the  War  Department.    That  Department  reports  that  the 
Hawkins-Taylor  Commission  allowed   two  months — ^September   1   to 
October  31,  1861,  as  the  period  of  ^'actual  military  service  rendered, 
the  United  States  "  by  the  claimant  in  the  organization  named  above. 
He  does  not  allege  service  in  any  othe^  organization.     Said  organiza- 
tion was  one  of  those  existing  in  the  State  of  Missouri  during  the  early 
part  of  the  war  of  the  rebellion,  the  length  of  service  of  whose  mem- 
bers was  determined  by  said  commission  and  reported  to  the  Secretary 
of  War  under  joint  resolution  of  Congress  approved  July  12,  1862. 
(12  Stat.  L.,  623.) 

Your  Bureau  properly  accepted  the  report  of  the  War  Department 
as  conclusive  upon  the  question  of  the  length  of  claimant's  service. 
The  service  having  been  less  than  ninety  days,  as  required  by  said  sec- 
tion, the  rejection  of  the  claim  was  proper,  and  is  accordingly  affirmed. 


ATTORNEYSHIP— FOnFElTtTRE-ORDERS  194  AND  826. 

William  Newman  (claimant). 
James  F.  Rusling  (attorney). 

Where  publicity  is  given  to  orders  specifying  the  evidence  that  is  required  in  certain 
classes  of  cases  it  is  not  necessary  for  the  Bureau  to  make  specific  calls  for  such 
evidence  in  any  case  described  in  the  order.  Such  evidence  is  deemed  necessary  for 
the  purpose  of  prima  facie  establishing  such  cases,  and  failure  to  supply  the  same 
within  the  time  fixed  by  the  rules  is  neglect. 

Asgigtant   Secretary  John    M.   Reynolds   to    the    Commissioner    of  PensionSy. 

Janvxiry  11^  1896, 

James  F.  Busling,  of  Trenton,  N.  J.,  has  appealed  in  the  matter  of 
recognition  in  the  claim  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  of  William 
Newman.  Further  recognition  was  denied  him  on  the  ground  that  he 
forfeited  the  attorneyship  under  Eule  12. 

The  declaration  was  Bled  October  6,  1890.    The  appeWanXi  "w^je^XXi^ 

P,  D, VOL.  S 6 
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original  attorney.  He  never  complied  with  orders  Nos.  194  and  225, 
tiie  last  of  which  was  promulgated  in  June,  1893.  It  also  appears  that 
this  claim  can  not  properly  be  allowed  unless  said  orders  were  complied 
with.  The  appellant  stated  in  his  appeal  that  he  knows  nothing  of 
said  orders.  He  is  informed  that  failure  to  comply  with  them  in  any 
case  within  their  scope  is  sufficient  ground  for  refusing  an  attorney 
further  recognition.  Where  publicity  is  given  to  orders  specifying 
evidence  that  is  required  in  certain  classes  of  cases  it  is  not  necessary 
for  the  Bureau  to  make  specific  calls  for  evidence  in  any  case  described 
in  the  order.  Such  evidence  is  deemed  necessary  for  the  purpose  of 
prima  facie  establishing  such  cases,  and  failure  to  supply  it  within  the 
time  fixed  by  the  rules  is  neglect.     Action  affirmed. 


FEE-ATTORXEYS-nUPLlCATE  DECLARATIONS. 

J.  G.  McNuTT  (attorney). 
Caroline  Hoffman  (widow). 

IVliere  two  applications,  identical  in  substance  and  purpose,  are  filed  in  a  pension  claim, 
each  by  a  different  attorney,  and  by  mistake  are  jacketed  separately  and  given 
different  numbers,  and  both  attorneys  render  service,  the  attorney  filing  the  first 
Application  is  entitled  to  recognition  and  the  fee. 

4 

Assistant    Secretary   John    M,  Reynolds    to    the    Commissioner    of  Pensionij 

December  23,  1893. 

The  widow  of  August  Hoffman,  late  of  Company  E,  Fourteenth  New 
York  Heavy  Artillery,  is  a  pensioner  under  the  new  law,  her  certificate 
(No.  336,851)  bearing  date  May  27, 1893.  There  were  two  applications 
made,  the  first  being  filed  July  14,  1890,  by  Mr.  Isaac  Davis,  of 
Hudson,  N.  Y.,  and  the  second  September  20,  following,  by  Mr.  J.  G. 
McNutt,  of  Troy,  N.  Y.  Being  jacketed  separately  and  given  different 
numbers,  the  two  applications  were  considered  as  distinct  claims  and 
prosecuted  accordingly.  Necessary  evidence  was  furnished  by  Mr. 
Davis  June  11  and  29,  and  March  17,  and  May  13,  1892.  Mr.  McNutt 
filed  material  testimony  December  16,  1890,  October  9,  1891,  and  Feb- 
ruary 18,  1892. 

July  7,  1893,  certificate  issued  granting  pension  from  September  20, 
1890,  under  the  application,  and  on  the  evidence  filed  by  Mr.  McNutt. 
On  this  issue  a  fee  of  $10  was  paid  to  said  McNutt. 

Subsequently  it  was  discovered  that,  in  substance  and  purpose,  the 
declaration  of  September  20,  1890,  was  identical  with  that  of  July  14, 
1890,  and  the  two  applications  were  consolidated  and  readjudicated  as 
one  claim.  May  27,  1893,  there  was  a  reissue  to  make  the  pension 
commence  from  July  14,  1890,  the  date  of  the  first  application,  as 
aforesaid.    It  being  held  by  the  Pension  0^ce>  ^i^iaA)  ^t.  T^^Vy^  ^^& 
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entitled  to  the  fee,  Mr.  McNutt  was  called  upon  to  refund  the  $10  paid 
him  on  the  issue  of  July  7, 1893. 

From  this  action  the  latter  appeals,  contending  that  he  rendered  ser- 
vice in  the  case ;  that  the  claim  was  allowed  on  the  application  filed  hy 
him ;  and  that  he  is  entitled  to  the  fee,  or  at  least  to  one-half  thereof. 
Upon  the  face  of  the  record,  Mr.  Davis  was  clearly  entitled  to  recog- 
nition.    He  filed  the  original,  and  only  necessary  declaration,  and  used 
due  diligence  in  prosecuting  the  claim.     The  duplicate  application  filed 
by  appellant  September  20,  1890,  could  not  operate  to  transfer  the 
attorneyship  to  him.     Mr.  Davis  was  at  no  time  in  neglect,  and  con- 
sequently appellant  never  had  a  legal  status  in  the  case.     The  fact  that 
the  two  applications  were  jacketed  separately  and  given  different  num- 
bers was  owing  to  a  mistake  in  the  Pension  Office,  but  that  mistake  can 
not  be  held  as  affecting  adversely  the  rights  of  Mr.  Davis,  the  original 
attorney.     Those  rights  were  acquired  under  the  power  of  attorney  in 
his  favor  contained  in  the  declaration  filed  July  14,  1890,  and  were 
never  forfeited.     Said  power  of  attorney  being  in  force  when  appellant 
appeared  in  the  case,  the  power  of  attorney  filed  by  him  was  without 
legal  effect  and  could  give  no  title  to  fee. 

In  certain  letters  written  by  relatives  of  the  claimant,  found  among 
the  papers,  the  charge  is  made  that  Mr.  Davis  exerted,  or  attempted  to 
exert,  improper  influence  upon  said  claimant  in  securing  the  attorney- 
ship in  this  case.  Examination  of  these  letters  shows  that  they  relate 
to  matters  connected  with  the  reissue,  to  change  date  from  which  pen- 
sion should  commence,  and  not  to  the  original  attorneyship.  More- 
over, the  charges  are  not  made  under  oath,  and  are  not  a  subject  for 
consideration  here. 
Your  action  is  affirmed.  

skrvic£-record  of  war  department. 

Cassie  Thompson  (widow). 

1.  The  length  of  service  to  entitle  soldier  to  pension  under  act  of  June  27,  1890,  is 

ninety  days  or  more. 

2.  In  computing  the  length  of  service  this  Department  accepts  the  records  of  the  War 

Department  as  conclusive. 

3.  The  provisions  of  section  2433,  Revised  Statutes,  are  not  applicahle  to  the  pension 

law  of  June  27,  1890,  in  ascertaining  the  length  of  service  named  in  sections  2  and 
3  of  the  act,  where  the  records  of  the  War  Department  show  the  term  of  service. 

Assidant    Secretary   John    M.    Reynolds    to    the   Commissioner    of  Pensions^ 

April  13,  18H. 

In  your  communication  of  September  26,  1893,  you  state : 

October  16,  1890,  appellant  Med  an  appiication  for  penaion  under  tbe  cyc\>  ol  3u\i%T(^ 
1890f  as  tbe  widow  of  the  above-meDtioned  soldier. 
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The  claim  was  rejected  November  16,  1892,  on  the  ground  that  the  soldier  did  not 
serve  ninety  days  in  the  Army  or  Navy  of  the  United  States,  as  required  Ky  the  pro- 
visions of  said  act. 

The  records  of  the  War  Department  show  that  he  was  enrolled  June  6,  1861,  and  dis- 
charged September  2,  1861,  for  disability. 

The  contention  in  the  appeal  is  that  the  soldier  enlisted  at  Camp  Dennison,  near 
Columbus,  Ohio,  and  was  discharged  at  Grafton,  Va.  That  the  point  at  which  be  yfd& 
discharged  was  more  than  100  miles  from  the  place  of  enlistment ;  and  that  under  sec- 
tion 2433,  Revised  Statutes,  he  w&s  entitled  to  have  one  day  for  every  20  miles  from 
Grafton,  Ya.,  to  Columbus,  Ohio,  included  in  his  term  of  service.  This,  witli  the  time 
he-wns  actually  in  the  service,  would  amount  to  more  than  ninety  days,  and  should  be 
held  to  give  title,  under  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

The  length  of  military  or  naval  service  required  by  sections  2  and  3 
of  this  act  of  June  27,  1890,  in  order  to  entitle  soldier  or  his  widow  to 
a  pension,  is  ninety  days  or  more. 

In  computing  the  length  of  service  this  Department  accepts  the  rec- 
ords of  the  War  Department  as  conclusive,  they  being  the  official 
records  of  the  soldier's  service.  (Appeal  of  Syprian  Archambault,  6 
P.  D.,  240;  Pen.  Dig.  of  1886,  pp.  436-6.) 

The  provisions  of  section  2433  are  not  applicable  to  the  pension  laws 
of  June  27,  1890,  in  ascertaining  the  length  of  service  named  in  sec- 
tions 2  and  3  of  the  act,  where  the  records  of  the  War  Department  show 
the  term  of  service. 

Section  2433,  cited  by  claimant,  is  no  part  of  the  pension  code,  but 
relates  to  and  is  a  part  of  the  public  land  laws.  The  computation 
for  determining  the  length  of  service  in  said  section  had  reference 
solely  to  the  service  named  in  sections  2418  and  2419,  Revised  Stat- 
utes, and  for  the  purposes  named  in  the  acts  now  embraced  in  Chapter 
10  of  Title  32,  Revised  Statutes. 

While  the  computation  of  time  as  named  in  said  section  2433  was 
referred  to  in  the  case  of  Robert  W.  P.  Muse  (2  P.  D.,  180-3),  it  was 
simply  to  show  that,  conceding  the  method  of  computation  contended 
for,  even  then  the  term  of  service  fell  short  of  the  time  required  by  the 
statute. 

The  action  of  your  Bureau  appealed  from  was  not  error,  and  is 
therefore  affirmed. 


APPEAL.S-RUL.ES  OP  PRACTICE. 

Joseph  A.  Overholt  (deceased). 

The  provision  of  rule  1,  of  Kules  of  Practice  in  Appeals  before  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior,  ^'requiring  that  each  claim  appealed  must  be  accompanied  by  its  sep- 
arate appeal  and  specification  of  the  errors  alleged  therein, '*  was  not  intended  to 
apply,  and  can  not  be  properly  applied,  to  the  case  of  a  single  appeal  from  the 
rejection  of  several  separate  and  distinct  claims,  m  ^^VAOci  \.Vk<b  \\W<(^  \a  v^tavqvl 
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8priog8  from  a  common  soarce,  and  the  law  vests  the  right  to  prosecute  such 
claims,  and  to  receive  the  pension  that  may  be  allowed  in  each,  in  the  person,  or 
persons,  filing  such  appeal. 

Asiigtanl   Secretary   John    M.    Reynolds    to    the    Commissioner    of  Pensions, 

January  25,  1896. 

The  soldier,  Joseph  A.  Overholt,  late  of  Company  E,  One  hundred 
and  sixty-sixth  Ohio  Volunteers,  filed  a  declaration  for  invalid  pension 
(No.  391,956)  under  the  provisions  of  the  Revised  Statutes  on  May  14, 
1889,  in  which  he  alleged  as  basis  for  pension,  disease  of  right  side  and 
left  leg  resulting  from  camp  fever  contracted  in  the  service  and  line  of 
duty,  in  August,  1864,  and  pending  the  adjudication  of  said  claim  he 
died,  May  27,  1890. 

His  widow,  Florence  E.  Overholt,  was  permitted  to  continue  the 
prosecution  of  said  claim,  and  she  also,  on  August  21,  1890,  filed  an 
application,  under  sections  4702  and  4703  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  for 
pension  in  her  own  right  as  the  widow  of  said  soldier,  alleging  that  his 
death  had  resulted  from  said  fever  of  service  origin. 

After  a  searching  and  thorough  special  examination  both  of  said 
claims  were  rejected  by  your  Bureau  on  April  10,  1S96,  upon  the 
ground  that  the  evidence  was  wholly  insufficient  to  connect  either  the 
causes  of  disability  alleged  by  the  soldier  as  the  basis  of  his  invalid 
claim,  or  his  death,  with  his  military  service. 

From  the  action  rejecting  both  of  the  claims  an  appeal  was  filed  by 
the  widow  July  1,  1896. 

The  claims  came  before  me  under  this  appeal  on  July  20,  1895,  upon 
which  date  the  appeal  was  dismissed,  for  the  reason  that  it  did  not 
comply  with  the  requirements  of  rule  1,  of  Rules  of  Practice  in 
Appeals  before  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  inasmuch  as  a  separate 
appeal  and  specification  of  errors  was  not  filed  in  each  claim. 

The  attorney  for  appellant  has  filed  a  motion  protesting  against  the 
dismissal  of  said  appeal,  and  requesting  a  reconsideration  of  said  action, 
and  that  said  appeal  be  reinstated  upon  the  docket,  and  the  claims  be 
considered  thereunder  upon  their  merits. 

The  rule  of  practice  under  which  this  appeal  was  dismissed  is  as 
follows: 

Role  1.  An  appeal  will  lie  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  from  the  final  action  or 
order  of  the  Commiasioner  of  Pensions  in  all  cases  relating  to  pensions  or  bounty 
lands,  and  each  claim  so  appealed  mast  be  accompanied  with  its  separate  appeal  and 
specification  of  the  errors  alleged  therein. 

It  is  urged  by  appellant's  attorney,  in  support  of  his  motion,  that 
there  is  but  one  question  presented  for  adjudication  by  the  claims, 
namely,  the  service  origin  of  the  alleged  disabilities  and  the  death 
cause;  that  while  there  are  two  claims  presented  there  ia  m  iv5uc\>\i\3L\»  Wi*^ 
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case  and  one  issue,  to  wit :  The  title  of  the  widow  to  the  accrued  pension 
which  might  be  found  due  upon  the  admission  of  her  deceased  hus- 
band's invalid  claim,  and  to  pension  in  her  own  right  as  his  widow; 
and  that  this  depends  upon  the  same  facts,  requiring  the  same  proof, 
and  but  one  adjudication,  and  to  apply  the  rule  to  such  a  case  would 
be  unnecessary  and  useless  duplication  of  labor. 

Upon  reexamination  of  the  question  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  there 
is  much  force  in  the  foregoing  contention,  and  that  it  would  be 
too  strict  and  technical  a  construction  of  said  rule  to  apply  it  to 
a  case  like  that  under  consideration.  While  the  language  of  said 
rule  might,  by  a  literal  construction,  be  held  to  cover  the  present  case, 
it  was  not  the  intention  that  it  should  be  so  applied  when  it  was 
framed.  Said  rule  was  intended  to  prevent  the  joining,  in  the  same 
appeal,  of  claims  for  pension  which  had  no  connection  or  similarity 
either  of  interest  or  of  character,  such  as  the  claims  for  pension  of 
different  parties,  or  claimants,  having  no  parity  of  interest;  or  claimfi 
for  pension,  and  claims  of  attorneys  for  recognition  or  fee.  It  was  not 
intended  to  cover,  and  should  not  be  applied  to  a  case  like  this,  where 
an  appeal  is  taken  from  the  rejection  of  two  or  more  distinct  claims 
involving  the  same  issue,  and  where  the  right  to  file  and  prosecute  the 
claim  and  receive  the  pension  in  each  case  is  united  in  the  person  filing 
the  appeal. 

The  motion  of  the  attorney  is,  therefore,  sustained,  and  the  action 

dismissing  the  appeal  is  set  aside. 

******  * 

(Note. — Only  so  much  of  this  opinion  as  relates  to  rule  1  is  pub- 
lished.— Eds.) 


appeal-attornet  and  client-pro fessioxal  ethics. 

John  W.  Morris  (attorney). 
John  M.  Defoe  (claimant). 

Where  an  attorney,  in  his  appeal,  with  a  view  to  showing  right  to  a  fee,  attacks  his 
client's  title  to  pension,  snch  objection  can  not  be  considered  in  determining  the 
merits  of  the  appeal,  and  the  appeal  itself  will  be  dismissed. 

Assistant  Secretary  John   M,   Reynolds    to    the    Commissioner   of  PensionSy 

January  25y  1896. 

John  W.  Morris,  of  Washington,  D.  C,  has  appealed  in  the  matter  of 
fee  on  the  issue  of  February  6,  1895,  in  the  claim  under  the  act  of 
June  27,  1890,  of  John  M.  Defoe,  late  of  Company  A,  Second  Tennessee 
Mounted  Infantry.  A  fee  was  denied  him  on  the  ground  that  he  never 
acquired  title  to  recognition. 
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The  claim  was  pending  when,  in  November,  1893,  the  soldier  suek 
tained  an  injury  to  his  right  foot  and  ankle  which  necessitated  ampu- 
tation. J.  H.  McKey,  the  attorney  of  record,  filed  a  supplemental  dec- 
laration March  27, 1894,  claiming  pension  on  account  of  said  injury. 
The  claim  was  duly  proven  and  allowed  January  21, 1896,  loss  of  right 
foot  being  the  only  approved  disabling  cause. 

Appellant  filed  a  declaration  October  20,  1894,  containing  a  power  of 
attorney  to  him.     His  comments  on  the  evidence  filed  by  Mr.  McKey 
have  been  considered.     The  appellant  in  his  argument  casts  doubts  on 
the  claimant's  title  to  a  pension  prior  to  the  date  on  which  the  decla- 
ration was  filed  by  him.     This  ground  of  objection  can  not  be  consid- 
ered on  an  appeal,  by  an  attorney,  from  the  action  of  the  Bureau  deny- 
ing him  a  fee.    So  far  as  the  action  of  the  Bureau  in  the  allowance  of 
a  pension  bears  on  the  question,  it  is  deemed  as  res  adjudicata  as  to  all 
&ct6  that  may,  in  any  way,  go  to  claimant's  title  to  pension,  and  as  to 
the  observance  of  the  rules  of  practice  governing  the  procedure  in  pen- 
sion claims.     In  consideriug  an  attorney's  title  to  fee  it  will  be  held 
that  such  facts  are  proven  beyond  a  doubt  by  proper  evidence,  and 
that  pension  has  been  granted  in  strict  compliance  with  the  law.     An 
attorney  appears  in  a  case  solely  in  behalf  of  his  client ;  therefore,  ta 
permit  him  to  question  his  client's  title  to  a  pension,  or  any  part  of  a 
pension  on  any  grounds,  would  be  paradoxical ;  and  an  attempt  on  his 
part  to  do  so,  for  the  purpose  of  showing  his  title  to  a  fee,  would  be 
unprofessional  in  the  extreme. 

When  an  attorney  has  rendered  material  service  and  is  denied  a  fee, 
he  is  at  liberty  to  call  in  question  the  title  of  another  attorney  thereto; 
but  whenever  he  resorts  to  an  attack  on  his  client's  title  to  pension  ^ 
whether  as  to  the  amount  thereof,  or  the  period  for  which  it  is  granted  ^ 
his  appeal  on  that  ground  will  not  receive  any  consideration  by  this 
Department,  and,  if  the  appeal  is  not  based  on  any  other  ground,  it  will 
be  dismissed. 

The  appellant  also  contends  that  Mr.  McKey  did  not  render  any 
service  in  the  claim.  It  appears  from  a  review  of  the  case  that  the 
evidence  filed  by  the  appellant  is  cumulative  and,  in  some  particulars^ 
duplicative  ;  and,  of  whatever  character,  was  filed  within  Mr.  McKey's 
time,  and  inured  to  his  benefit.  The  appellant  is  not  entitled  to  a  fee 
for  the  reason  that  he  never  acquired  title  to  recognition. 

Action  affirmed. 


fraud  or  mistake-reimbursement. 
Christian  May. 

The  Government  can  not  withhold  the  penaion  granted  under  the  act  ol  3\nie'Jn,\%'i!i^, 
to  reintbuTse  itself  for  moneys  erroneouaJy  paid  as  pension  undeT  \\ve  ^etvcw\\w« 
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when  sach  pension  was  not  procured  through  fraud  or  mistake,  but  was  allowed  as 
the  result  of  an  erroneous  judgment  on  the  evidence. 

AssidaiU   Secretary   John    3f.   Reynolds    to    the    Commissioner    of  Pensms^ 

February  8j  1896. 

Appellant,  late  of  Company  F,  Fifty-second  Ohio  Volunteers,  was  ' 
pensioned  under  Certificate  No.  96,032,  at  $6  per  month  from  October  J 
27, 1864;  $15  per  month  from  January  28, 1870;  $18  from  June  4, 1872; 
«24  from  March  3,  1883;  and  $30  per  month  from  September  10,  1884, 
for  disability  due  to  disease  of  eyes  and  resulting  total  loss  of  sight  of 
left  eye,  and  nearly  total  loss  of  sight  of  right  eye,  alleged  to  have 
been  contracted  in  the  service  and  line  of  duty.  April  20,  1888,  his 
name  was  dropped  from  the  roll  on  the  ground  that  the  disease  of  eyes 
for  which  he  was  pensioned  existed  prior  to  enlistment. 

August  2, 1890,  he  filed  a  claim  for  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27, 
1890,  and  on  the  28th  day  of  February,  1891,  he  was  pensioned  under 
said  act  at  the  rate  of  $12  a  month  for  disease  of  eyes.  March  24,  1894, 
a.  reissue  of  his  certificate  under  said  act  was  made  whereby  he  was 
pensioned  at  $12  a  month  from  date  of  filing  his  application,  August  2, 
1890,  deducting  all  payments  made  on  the  former  certificate  under  said 
act,  as  well  as  those  made  under  the  general  law,  and  directing  that  no 
payment  thereon  should  be  made  until  the  Government  should  be  reim- 
bursed for  the  amount  already  paid  under  the  general  law. 

December  11, 1895,  he  filed  an  appeal  from  the  action  of  your  Bureau 
dropping  his  name  from  the  pension  roll  and  the  action  withholding 
the  pension  granted  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  to  reimburse  the 
Government. 

His  name  was  dropped  as  the  result  of  a  special  examination  which 
shows  that  he  had  weak  or  sore  eyes  prior  to  his  enlistment. 

The  record  shows  that  he  was  enlisted  August  12,  1862,  and  was 
present  with  his  company  until  October,  1863,  when  he  was  sent  to  the 
hospital,  and  was  discharged  October  27,  1864,  on  a  surgeon's  certifi- 
cate of  disability  on  account  of  ^^granular  conjunctivitis  and  ulceration 
of  both  corneae." 

In  the  certificate  of  disability  on  which  he  was  discharged  it  is 
stated: 

During  the  last  two  months  said  soldier  has  been  unfit  for  duty  sixty-one  days.  Has 
done  no  duty  since  the  battle  of  Chickaniauga,  September,  1863,  on  account  of  conjunc- 
tivitis contracted  in  the  line  of  duty  as  a  soldier,  although  he  has  not  been  without 
**sore  '*  eyes  before  enlistment. 

This  record,  as  also  soldier's  discharge,  which  states  the  cause  of  his 
disability,  was  in  the  ciiso  when  the  original  allowance  was  made. 

From  the  evidence,  including  the  record,  I  am  of  the  opinion  that 
soldier's  disease  of  eyes  originated  prior  to  his  enlistment,  but  at  the 
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Lme  of  the  allowance  of  the  original  claim  the  adjudicating  oflBcers  of 
^our  Bureau  were,  no  doubt,  of  the  opinion  that  the  condition  of 
•laimant's  eyes  was  the  result  of  his  army  service,  and  not  of  tlie  sore 
>yes  which  the  surgeon  stated  existed  prior  to  enlistment. 

While  different  opinions  seem  to  have  been  entertained  as  to  the  origin 
of  the  present  disease  of  eyes,  in  view  of  the  testimony  taken  on  special 
examination,  which  shows  that  at  times  from  1847  to  claimant's  enlist- 
ment his  eyes  were  red  and  inflamed,  and  his  sight,  occasionally,  at 
least,  impaired  to  an  extent  preventing  him  from  working  at  his  trade, 
1  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  dropping  of  his  name  from  the  roll  was 
justified,  and  said  action  is  affirmed. 

The  only  remaining  question  is  whether  his  pension  granted  under 
the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  should  be  withheld  to  reimburse  the  Govern- 
ment for  the  money  paid  as  pension  under  the  old  law. 

On  December  3, 1889,  the  Assistant  Attorney  General  for  the  Interior 
Department  rendered  an  opinion  (6  P.  D.,  297)  in  which  ho  used  this 
language : 

In  view  of  the  strictness  with  which  the  law  hedges  about  and  protects  pension  once 
allowed  and  paid  or  accrued,  I  can  not  think  that  Congress  intended  by  implication  to 
to  give  the  Coniniiasioner  of  Pensions,  or  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  under  his  sui>er- 
Tisory  powers,  the  authority  to  withhold  pension  money  to  offset  moneys  which  he  finds 
to  have  been  paid  out  as  pension  as  the  result  of  an  erroneous  judgment  on  the  evidence 
in  any  given  case.    Such  erroneous  judgment  liaving  been  rendered  by  an  officer  clothed 
by  law  with  authority  to  act,  and  having  jurisdiction  in  the  subject-matter,  his  judg- 
ment, once  made  and  executed  by  the  payment  of  the  i)ension,  is,  in  the  absence  of 
fraud  or  of  mistake,  so  far  conclusive  as  to  prevent  the  recovery  of  the  money  thus  paid 
by  withholding  accruing  pension.    The  Secretary,  under  his  supervisory  authority,  may 
stop  or  change  the  action  in  any  case  at  any  time  pending  adjudication  and  before  pay- 
ment.    He  may  review  such  case  and  correct,  in  the  manner  presciibed  by  law,  the 
judgment  so  far  as  it  affects  future  pension  ;  but  as  to  pension  money  paid  out  on  such 
eiToneoQS  judgment,  he  can  not,  under  the  law,  in  my  opinion,  secure  reimbursement 
to  the  Government  by  withholding  accruing  pension. 

As  this  opinion  is  asked  with  reference  to  proposed  action  in  certain  cases  recently 
rerated  in  the  Bureau  of  Pensions,  it  follows,  if  it  be  correct,  that  an  examination  should 
be  made  of  each  of  those  cases  in  the  manner  provided  by  the  act  of  1879,  and,  if  such 
examination  discloses  fraud,  or  mistake  other  than  error  of  judgment,  then  pension  may 
be  withheld  to  make  good  overpayments.  But  if  pension  has  been  paid  as  the  result  of 
erroneous  judgment,  the  facts  having  been  before  the  Commissioner,  and  the  statute 
under  which  he  acted  leaving  room  for  construction,  in  such  case  or  cases,  there  can,  in 
my  judgment,  be  no  recovery  by  withholding  pension  As  already  indicated,  such  error 
or  errors  of  judgment  may,  however,  be  corrected  to  the  extent  of  i  educing,  in  the 
legally  prescribed  manner,  the  pension  for  the  future  to  the  amount  to  which  the  pen- 
sioner may  be  found  to  be  entitled  under  the  law,  or  by  stopping  it  altogether  if  it  be 
found  that  there  is  no  title  to  pension. 

Since  said  opinion  was  rendered  the  Department  has  held  that  pen- 
sion granted  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  may  he  withheld  to  reim- 
burse the  Government  for  moneys  erroneously  paid  a  pensioner  under 
ihe  general  pension  law  either  by  reason  of  fraud  or  mV&taV^.  (^\^X\%ss3l 
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W.  Dudley,  6  P.  D.,  205;  Samuel  W.  Keys,  7  P.  D.,  78;  Martha  A. 
Rogers,  7  P.  D.,  90.) 

But  it  has  never  been  held  that  there  is  any  authority  to  withhold 
pension  money  to  offset  moneys  which  may  have  been  paid  out  as  pen- 
sion as  the  result  of  an  erroneous  judgment  on  the  evidence  in  a  case. 

Was  the  pension  allowed  in  this  case  as  the  result  of  fraud  practiced 
by  the  claimant,  or  was  it  allowed  as  the  result  of  an  erroneous  judgment 
on  the  evidence? 

Actual  or  positive  fraud  is  defined  as  "  deception  practiced  in  order 
to  induce  another  to  part  with  property  or  to  surrender  some  legal 
right  and  which  accomplishes  the  end  designed."  (CJooley  on  Torts,  474.) 

It  may  consist  in  the  statement  of  what  is  false,  or  in  the  conceal- 
ment of  what  is  true.  (Am.  &  Eng.  Ency.  of  L.,  vol.  8,  p.  636.) 

It  is  a  general  rule  that  fraud  will  not  be  presumed,  but  must  be 
proved.     (Jack  v.  Brown,  60  Iowa,  271;   Strausse  v.  Kranert,  56  III., 
254;  Farmer  v.  Calvert,  44  Ind.,  209;  Brisco  v.  Bronough,  46  Am.  Dec, 
108;  McCarthy  v.  White,  21  Cal.,  495.)     The  burden  of  proof  is  on  the 
party  alleging  the  fraud.     (Nichols  v,  Patton,  18  Me.,  231;  Bartlettr. 
Blake,  58  Am.  Dec,  775;  Towsey  v.  Shook,  3  Blackf.,  Ind.,  267.)    And 
it  is  also  held  '^that  a  man  who  alleges  fraud  must  clearly  and  dis- 
tinctly prove  the  fraud  he  alleges;"  and  it  must  be  proved  by  evidence 
so  clear  and  strong  as  to  produce  satisfactory  conviction.     (Greer  v. 
Caldwell,  14  Ga.,  207.)     But  mere  suspicion  does  not  amount  to  proof. 
(Bush  V.  Sherman,  2  Doug.,  Mich.,  176;  Clark  v.  White,  12  Pet.,  U.  S., 
178;  Taylor  v.  Fleet,  4  Barb.,  N.  Y.,  95.)     A  misrepresentation,  to  con- 
stitute fraud,  must  be  relied  upon  by  the  party  to  whom  it  is  made  or 
whose  action  it  is  intended  to  influence.     (Slaughter's, Ad mr.  r.  Gerson, 
13  Wall.,  379;  Tuck  v.  Downing,  76  111.,  71;  Hagee  v.  Grosman,  31 
Ind.,  233.)     And  if  a  person  relies  upon  his  own  judgment  where  he 
has  full  knowledge,  he  can  not  complain  of  misrepresentations.     (Hess 
V.  Young,  59  Ind.,  379.) 

The  duplicate  certificate  of  disability  for  discharge  filed  in  your 
Bureau,  before  appellant  applied  for  a  pension,  notified  the  Government 
that  he  had  sore  eyes  prior  to  enlistment.  The  surgeon  who  examined 
him  and  recommended  his  discharge  had  full  knowledge  that  his  eyes 
had  been  sore  prior  to  enlistment,  but  believed  that  the  condition  of 
his  eyes  was  the  result  of  his  service,  taking  cold  resulting  in  catarrhal 
fever.  It  appears  also  that  claimant  filed  with  his  original  application 
his  certificate  of  discharge,  which  no  doubt  furnished  the  same  informa- 
tion as  the  one  on  file  in  your  Bureau,  and  it  does  not  appear  that  he  in 
any  manner  attempted  to  deceive  the  Government  when  prosecuting 
his  claim.  If  the  surgeon,  on  whose  certificate  he  was  discharged,  had 
reason  to  believe  that  the  conjunctivitis  and  ulceration  of  cornea  was 
due  to  the  service  rather  than  to  the  sore  eyes  existing  before  enlist- 
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ment,  claimant  was  fully  justified  in  believing  that  the  disease  of  eyes 
for  which  he  claimed  pension  was  due  to  causes  originating  during  his 
service.  The  Bureau  had  the  fact,  that  sore  eyes  had  existed  prior  to 
enlistment  before  it,  when  the  claim  was  adjudicated,  and  the  allowance 
of  the  pension  was  the  result  of  a  judgment  on  the  evidence  that  the 
then  existing  condition  of  eyes  was  not  due  to  sore  eyes  existing  prior 
to  enlistment.  The  evidence  does  not  disclose  any  deception  practiced 
by  claimant  in  procuring  the  allowance  of  the  claim,  and  I  am  fully 
convinced,  from  the  evidence,  that  the  pension  paid  claimant  under  the 
general  pension  law  was  allowed,  as  the  result  of  an  erroneous  judgment, 
on  the  evidence  on  file,  that  the  disease  of  eyes  was  not  due  to  the  pre- 
viously existing  sore  eyes,  and  not  as  the  result  of  fraud  practiced  by 
appellant. 

Your  action  withholding  the  pension  granted  under  the  act  of  June 
27, 1890,  to  reimburse  the  Government  for  moneys  paid  under  the  old 
law  claim  is  reversed. 


FRAUD  OR  MISTAKE-REIMBURSEMENT. 

James  A.  Trosper. 

While  prosecuting  his  claim  for  pension  under  the  general  law  for  disease  of  the  left- 
lung,  claimant  concealed  the  fact  that  he  had  been  shot  through  said  lung  prior  ta 
his  enlistment,  which  wound  caased  his  disease  of  lungs.  It  is  held  that  such  con- 
cealment amounted  to  actual  fraud  on  his  part,  warranting  the  withholding  of  the 
pension  granted  him  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  to  reimburse  the  Govemmeut 
for  moneys  paid  him  as  pension  under  the  general  law  on  account  of  such  disease  of 
lung. 

Asndant  Secretary  John    M,   Reynolds  to    the    Commissioner  of   Fenaioyis^ 

February  8,  1896. 

Appellant,  late  of  Company  H,  Twenty-fourth  Kentucky  Infantry, 
was  pensioned  March  19,  1890,  at  the  rate  of  $4  per  month  from  date 
of  filing  his  application,  September  27,  1888,  on  account  of  disability 
fix)m  disease  of  lungs  alleged  to  have  been  contracted  in  the  service 
and  line  of  duty. 

December  11,  1890,  he  applied  for  an  increase,  which  was  rejected 
November  23,  1891. 

February  16,  1892,  he  filed  a  claim  for  pension  under  the  act  of  June 
27, 1890,  alleging  a  permanent  disability  from  disease  of  left  lung,  back, 
and  left  hip,  and  gunshot  wound  through  lungs.  September  21,  1892, 
he  filed  another  claim  under  said  act,  alleging  the  same  disabling 
causes  and  broken  arm  and  leg. 

In  his  first  declaration  under  the  act  of  1890  lie  c\a*\ixvftd  t\v^.t  tU^ 
gunahot  through  middle  luuga  ^'  was  the  result  of  an  «^c\^^m\»  «fewiX, 
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the  year  1858,  before  enlistment.  In  his  declaration  filed  in  September, 
1892,  he  claimed  for  gunshot  wound  through  middle  of  breast,  cansed 
by  an  accident  about  September,  1858. 

October,  1894,  the  medical  referee  of  your  Bureau  decided  that  the 
disease  of  lungs,  for  which  appellant  was  pensioned  under  the  general 
law,  was  due  to  the  accidental  gunshot  wound  of  lungs  occurring  prior 
to  enlistment,  and  his  name  was  accordingly  dropped  from  the  rolLs 
November  24,  1894. 

February  15,  1895,  his  claim  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  was 
allowed  at  $6  per  month  from  September  21,  1892,  for  fracture  of  left 
leg  and  right  arm,  but  payment  of  pension  was  withheld  until  the  Gov- 
ernment should  be  reimbursed  for  the  amount  erroneously  paid  him  as 
pension  for  disease  of  lungs  not  due  to  the  service. 

From  this  action  withholding  his  pension  granted  under  the  act  of 
1890  to  reimburse  the  Government  for  money  erroneously  paid  under 
the  general  law  he  appealed,  December  16,  1895. 

The  board  of  examining  surgeons  who  examined  him  June  13,  1894, 
report  that  he  has  a  gunshot  wound  of  left  breast,  the  point  of  entrance 
of  the  ball  being  a  little  to  the  left  of  ensiform  cartilage,  and  involved 
that  bone,  passing  upward  and  backward,  lodging  left  of  fourth  lumbar 
vertebra,  and  that  the  ball  passed  through  the  lower  lobe  of  the  left 
lung.  The  board  gave  it  as  their  opinion  "that  what  trouble  there  is 
in  the  lung  is  due  to  the  gunshot  wound."  They  also  report  that  "fur- 
ther examination  shows  that  the  missile  passed  through  border  of  the 
left  lung,  the  left  lobe  of  the  liver,  and  missed  the  heart  about  one- 
fourth  of  an  inch. 

The  board  who  examined  him  December  6,  1893,  say: 

We  believe  he  has  chronic  pulmonary  phthisis;  we  believe  this  to  be  the  resalt  of 
gunshot  wound  received  in  1857,  and  not  contracted  in  service  as  claimed. 

The  medical  referee,  in  an  opinion  dated  August  16,  1894,  says: 

It  is  not  at  all  probable  that  a  disability  from  disease  of  lungs  has  existed  since 
18^H  independent  of  the  wound  of  left  lung.  This  serious  wound  would  certainly 
account  for  all  symptoms  shown. 

It  appears  clear  that  the  disease  of  lungs,  for  which  appellant  was 
pensioned,  was  due  to  the  gunshot  wound  received  prior  to  enlistment, 
and  not  to  his  military  service. 

The  only  other  question  involved  is  whether  the  Bureau  was  justi- 
fied, under  the  law,  in  withholding  the  pension  granted  him  under  the 
act  of  June  27,  1890,  to  reimburse  the  Government  for  the  money  he 
has  erroneously  been  paid  under  the  general  law. 

It  has  been  held  by  the  Department,  in  harmony  with  an  opinion 
from  the  Assistant  Attorney  General  for  the  Interior  Department 
(6  P.  D.,  297)  that  pension  granted  under  the  act  of  Jvsinft  W,  1^90, may 
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ye  withheld  to  reimburse  the  Government  for  moneys  errroneously 
^aid  a  pensioner  under  the  general  pension  law  either  by  reason  of 
fraud  or  mistake.  (William  W.  Dudley,  6  P.  D.,  206;  Samuel  W.  Keys,. 
7  P.  D.,  78;  Martha  A.  Rogers,  7  P.  D.,  90.) 

The  pension  in  this  case  was  not  granted  as  the  result  of  an  errone- 
ous judgment  on  the  evidence  in  the  case,  for  there  was  no  evidence 
filed  in  the  claim  at  the  time  of  its  adjudication  relative  to  the  gunshot 
wound  of  lungs,  nor  had  your  Bureau  any  information  on  the  subject. 
The  i3Eict  that  claimant  had  received  a  gunshot  wound  involving  the 
diseased  lung  before  enlistment  was  a  material  one,  known  to  him,  but 
not  to  the  Government.  He  represented  to  the  Government  that  he 
was  sound  at  and  prior  to  enlistment,  and  filed  evidence  on  that  point, 
and  claimed  pension  on  account  of  pain  in  the  left  breast,  knowing  that 
he  had  been  shot  in  that  part  of  the  body,  but  concealed  such  fact  from 
the  Government. 

The  concealment  of  a  fact  which  one  onght,  &s  a  legal  duty,  to  disclose,  is  iu  law  a 
fnndnlent  representation.  *'     (Bishop  on  Contracts,  Sec.  660.) 

Thus,  when  one  pays  money  in  ignorance  of  circumstances  with  which 
the  receiver  is  acquainted,  but  does  not  disclose,  and  which,  if  dis- 
closed, would  have  avoided  the  payment,  the  receiver  acts  fraudulently, 
and  the  money  may  be  recovered  back.    (George  v.  Taylor,  55  Tex.,  97.) 

To  teU  half  a  truth  only  is  to  conceal  the  other  half.  Concealments  of  this  kind, 
QDder  the  circamstances,  amount  to  a  false  representation.  (Newell  v.  Randall,  32 
Minn.,  171.) 

I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  concealment  by  the  claimant  of  the  fact 
that  he  had  been  shot  through  the  lung  prior  to  enlistment,  when  he 
was  claiming  pension  for  disease  of  the  lung,  amounted  to  actual  fraud 
in  the  prosecution  of  his  claim. 

I  hold,  therefore,  that  the  money  paid  appellant  as  pension  on 
account  of  disease  of  left  lung,  was  paid  as  the  result  of  fraud  prac- 
ticed on  the  Bureau  by  him,  and  not  as  the  result  of  an  erroneous 
judgment  on  the  evidence,  and  that  your  action,  withholding  his  pen- 
sion granted  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  to  reimburse  the  Govern- 
ment for  the  money  so  wrongfully  received  by  him,  was  fully  warranted 
by  the  law,  and  the  same  is  accordingly  affirmed. 


dislioyaxty-section  4716,  revised  statutes-evidence. 

James  H.  Rainey. 

1.  The  presamption  from  the  fact  that  a  soldier,  while  in  a  rebel  prison,  enlisted  in  the 
rebel  anny,  is  that  he  volantarily  aided  and  abetted  the  rebellion.     Bnt  this  pre- 
samptlon  maj  be  set  aside  bjrproot  that  it  was  his  intention  by  en\\&\iV!i^  \o  ^s«k^ 
to  the  Union  foroee. 
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2.  ValvTilar  disease  and  hypertrophy  of  heart  is  not  accepted  as  due  to  an  injury  to  side 
and  stomach  caused  hy  a  fall  from  a  horse  twenty  years  ago. 

Assigtant  Secretary   John    M,    Reynolds   to   the    Commissioner    of  Pensiom, 

February  2J^,  1894. 

The  appellant,  James  H.  Rainey ,  late  of  companies  E  and  C,  Seventh 
Tennessee  Cavalry,  was  enrolled  on  the  20th  of  August,  1862.  He  was 
captured  by  the  enemy  March  24,  1864,  and  returned  April,  1865.  The 
roll  for  May  and  June,  1865,  reports  him  present  as  a  corporal.  He 
was  mustered  out  with  his  company  as  a  corporal  at  Nashville,  Tenn., 
August  9,  1865.  Prisoner  of  War  Records  show  him  confined  at 
Andersonville,  Ga.,  date  not  stated,  and  transferred  to  Colonel  O'Neil, 
rebel  recruiting  oflBcer,  February  28,  1865. 

On  the  29th  of  June,  1882,  Mr.  Rainey  filed  an  application  for  pen- 
sion (Certificate  No.  664,705),  in  which  he  alleged  that  near  McLemores- 
ville,  Tenn.,  in  the  summer  of  1865,  "in  a  charge  he  was  thrown  from 
his  horse,  affecting  his  breast." 

The  report  of  your  oflBce  sets  forth  that  this  claim  was  rejected  "on 
the  ground  that  there  was  no  record,  and  claimant's  declared  inability 
to  furnish  any  medical  evidence  of  origin,  and  for  the  further  reason 
that  he  voluntarily  enlisted  in  the  rebel  army  while  a  prisoner  of  war, 
as  shown  by  the  records  of  the  War  Department."  From  this  action  an 
appeal  is  taken. 

The  testimony  of  two  of  applicant's  comrade's,  Wiley  F.  Carden  and 
J.  R.  Webb,  has  been  furnished  to  show  that  he  fell  from  his  horse  in 
a  skirmish  with  a  Confederate  force  about  the  1st  of  March,  1864,  and 
that  he  afterwards  complained  of  being  injured  in  the  fall.  They  do 
not  state  in  what  part  of  his  body  he  was  hurt.  Wiley  F.  Carden  and 
Joe  McCraken  testify  that  they  were  at  Ajidersonville  prison  with  him 
and  fi:equently  heard  him  complaining  of  having  been  hurt  before  his 
capture. 

W.  B.  Wyatt  testified,  September  3,  1883,  that  he  was  a  private  in 
companies  E  and  C  of  the  Seventh  Tennessee  Cavalry,  and  was  asso- 
ciated with  James  H.  Rainey  about  the  30th  of  March,  1864.  He  was 
complaining  of  an  injury  he  had  recentlj'^  received,  and  seemed  to  be 
suffering  pretty  severely  in  his  side  and  stomach.  Affiant  was  not  with 
him  when  he  was  hurt. 

There  is  no  historj^  of  applicant's  condition  during  a  period  of  more 
than  seventeen  years  after  his  discharge. 

The  certificate  of  the  surgeon  by  whom  applicant  was  examined  on 
the  1st  of  November,  1882,  sets  forth  that  he  was  suffering  from  hyper- 
trophy of  the  heart  with  valvular  disease.  The  evidence  is  altogether 
insufficient  to  show  that  this  disease  originated  from  the  alleged  fall,  or 
that  it  was  otherwise  due  to  the  service. 
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The  claimant  states  that  he  had  been  in  rebel  prison  for  about  twelve 
months,  and  was  at  Anderson ville  when  a  call  was  made  by  the  rebel 
authorities  for  volunteers  from  the  prison.  Some  of  his  comrades  con- 
cluded that,  rather  than  die  from  exposure  and  hunger,  they  would  join 
the  rebels  and  make  their  escape  in  that  way.  AflBant  was  sick,  but 
was  taken  along  by  his  comrades  and  sent  to  Macon,  Ga.,  and  was  put 
in  Ochmulgia  Hospital.  If  he  ever  was  sworn  into  the  rebel  service  he 
does  not  know  it.  He  does  not  deny  that  he  went  out  when  his  com- 
panions did,  but  it  was  onl}'  to  save  his  life,  as  he  was  at  that  time 
loyal  to  the  Federal  Government,  and  has  remained  so  ever  since. 

The  claimant  did  not  return  to  his  company  until  April  18,  1865. 
At  that  time  hostilities  were  practically  over.  It  is  not  shown  where 
he  was,  or  how  he  was  engaged,  from  the  28th  of  February,  1866,  when 
he  was  transferred  to  the  rebel  recruiting  officer,  until  the  18th  of 
April,  1865,  when  he  returned  to  his  company.  The  presumption  from 
his  act  is  that  he  intended  to  aid  and  abet  the  rebellion,  and  it  will 
require  very  positive  evidence  to  show  to  the  contrary.  His  intentions 
may  be  inferred  from  statements  made  by  him  at  the  time,  and  from 
his  subsequent  conduct  up  to  the  time  he  joined  his  company.  If  the 
claim  is  further  prosecuted  evidence  on  these  points  must  be  produced. 
As  the  case  now  stands,  the  action  of  your  office  rejecting  the  same  is 
affirmed,  on  the  ground  of  the  insufficiency  of  the  evidence  to  show  that 
claimant  contracted  the  disability  alleged  in  the  line  of  duty,  and  for 
the  further  reason  that  the  evidence  tends  to  show  that  he  voluntarily 
aided  and  abetted  the  rebellion. 


priority  of  attorneyship-amendatory  deci^arations. 

Edward  Neudeck  (attorney). 
James  J.  Abbott  (claimant). 

When  a  claim  for  pension  is  pending  nnder  the  second  section  of  the  act  of  Jane  27, 
1890,  and  a  new  application  alleging  other  causes  of  disability  is  filed,  it  is  the 
right  and  the  duty  of  the  attorney  appointed  in  the  original  application  to  prose- 
cute the  claim  as  an  entirety.  The  second  application  is  but  amendatory  of  the 
first,  and  the  attorney  filing  it  has  no  title  to  r<)cognition. 

Amstant   Secretary  John    M.   Reynolds   to    the    Commissioner    of  Pensions, 

ApHl  7,  1894* 

July  17, 1890,  the  soldier,  late  of  Company  F,  Ninth  Maine  Infantrj^, 
then  a  pensioner  at  $4  a  month  on  account  of  disability  due  to  his 
military  service  (Certificate  No.  205,349),  filed  an  application  under  the 
new  law.  Said  application  contained  a  power  of  attorney  in  favor  of 
Charles  J.  jyonnelly  &  Co.,  of  Washington,  D.  C.    Octobftx  *2.\,\^^^^^ 
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similar  declaration  was  filed  through  Edward  Neudeck,  of  Red  Oak, 
Iowa. 

March  2,  1891,  claimant  was  examined  on  an  order  sent  through 
Donnelly  &  Co.  April  4,  Donnelly  &  Co.  asked  that  the  claim  be  placed 
in  the  completed  files.  January  12,  1892,  they  called  the  ca«e  up. 
In  the  declaration  filed  by  Mr.  Neudeck  applicant  alleged  rupture. 
In  the  Donnelly  declaration  that  disability  was  not  mentioned. 
Ruptiwe  being  shown  on  examination,  March  25,  1891,  Mr.  Neudeck 
was  called  upon  for  evidence  to  corroborate  claimant's  statement  as  to 
incurrence.  May  25,  1892,  Mr.  Neudeck  furnished  the  required  testi- 
mony. 

June  22,  1892,  the  claim  was  allowed  and  a  fee  of  $10  paid  Mr. 
Neudeck.  This  fee  he  was  afterwards  called  upon  to  refund.  From 
this  action  of  the  Bureau  he  has  appealed  to  the  Department. 

When  appellant  filed  the  declaration  alleging  rupture,  there  was 
pending  a  pension  claim  in  which  Donnelly  &  Co.  were  the  recognized 
attorneys.  As  there  is  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  no  such  claim 
as  a  claim  for  new  disability,  the  Neudeck  declaration  was  but  amenda- 
tory in  character.  It  set  forth  no  additional  pensionable  cause  and 
constituted  no  new  claim.  Donnelly  &  Co.  being  entitled  to  recogni- 
tion when  it  was  filed,  the  power  of  attorney  in  favor  of  appellant  was 
inoperative,  and  he  could  not  have  acquired  any  rights  thereby.  There 
being  but  one  claim,  Donnelly  &  Co.  had  the  right,  and  were  in  duty 
bound  to  prosecute  it,  and  in  doing  this  to  establish  all  causes  of  disa- 
bility alleged  in  both  declarations. 

It  is  true  that  appellant  was  called  upon  for  testimony  and  furnished 
it.  Clearly  the  call  was  error.  For  that  error,  however,  Donnelly  & 
Co.  were  not  responsible  and  may  not  be  made  to  suffer. 

Donnelly  &  Co.  were  never  in  neglect  in  this  case.  They  called  the 
case  up  in  due  course  and  endeavored  to  ascertain  its  status.  The 
evidence  as  to  rupture  was  furnished  in  their  time  and  inured  to  their 
benefit.  They  filed  the  original  application  and  were  entitled  to  recog- 
nition when  the  claim  was  completed.  Upon  allowance  of  pension 
they  should  have  been  paid  the  fee. 

Action  affirmed. 


RUL.E  13-ATTORNEYS-APPEALS. 

G.  H.  Smith  &  Sons  (attorneys). 
Albert  Huber  (claimant). 

Where  an  appeal  from  the  rejection  of  a  case  is  filed  in  the  time  allotfed  by  Rnle  13  to 
the  attorney  of  record,  it  inures  to  his  benefit  the  same  as  though  he  himself  bad 
taken  such  action. 
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Hstant    Secretary   John    M.   Reynolds   to    the    Commissioner    of  Pensions^ 

February  8,  1896. 

J.  H.  Smith  &  SonS;  of  Kansas  City,  Mo.,  have  appealed  in  the  matter 
fee  on  the  issue  of  November  25,  1895,  in  the  claim  of  Albert 
iber,  late  of  Company  I,  First  New  Jersey  Volunteers  (Certificate 
.  898,377).     The  facts  are  these: 

^.  M.  Purviance,  the  recognized  attorney,  was,  on  September  29, 
>6,  notified  of  the  rejection  of  the  case.  The  appellants,  September 
1895,  entered  an  appeal.  The  Department  reversed  the  action  of 
s  Bureau,  and  the  claim  was  allowed.  The  action  appealed  irom  was 
:en  within  the  time  to  which,  under  Rule  13,  Mr.  Purviance  was 
titled  to  enter  an  appeal. 

rhe  facts  in  the  Hastings  case  (decided  April  5,  1894),  involve  the 
isideration  of  a  question  as  to  the  effect  upon  the  attorneyship  where 
attorney,  who  is  authorized  by  the  claimant  to  represent  him,  filed 
idence  looking  to  the  reopening  of  the  claim  within  the  time  allowed 
Rule  13  to  the  attorney  of  record  to  take  such  action.  It  was  held 
that  case  that : 

Vbere  a  claim  is  reopened  and  completed  in  the  original  attorney's  time  on  evidence 
aished  by  another  attorney,  the  evidence  so  furnished  innres  to  the  former's  benefit 
I  he  is  entitled  to  the  fee. 

[n  Noah  Moser's  appeal  in  the  claim  of  Catharine  S.  Leighton 
P.  D.,  88)  it  was  held  that  where  an  attorney  files  completing  evi- 
nce within  the  year  allowed  a  former  attorney  under  Rule  12,  and 
5  claim  is  adjudicated  within  the  year,  the  evidence  thus  filed  inures 
the  benefit  of  the  former  attorney. 

Subeequently,  in  P.  J.  Lockwood's  appeal  in  the  case  of  Amelia  L. 
ewBter  (7  P.  D.,  296),  it  was  held  that: 

lie  rights  of  an  attorney  are  to  be  determined  by  his  legal  statas  at  the  time  the 
im  18  completed,  and  withoat  reference  to  the  date  of  adjudication. 

The  rules  laid  down  in  the  foregoing  cases  are  based  on  the  presump- 
n  that  the  attorney  of  record  would,  within  the  allotted  time,  per- 
m  the  services  necessary  to  secure  the  allowance  of  the  claim,  and 

the  further  presumption  that  where  such  services  have  been  ren- 
ted by  another,  the  attorney  of  record  had  informed  himself  of  the 
iditions  and  requirements  of  the  claim  and  knew  that  no  further 
vice  was  necessary. 
These  presumptions  are  applicable  to  and  decisive  of  the  case  at  bar. 

where  an  appeal  from  the  rejection  of  a  case  is  filed  within  the  time 
Dtted  by  Rule  13  to  the  attorney  of  record,  it  will  be  held  to  inure  to 
;  benefit,  the  same  as  though  he  himself  had  taken  such  action, 
►wever,  it  is  not  intended  that  the  foregoing  rule  shall  operate  to 
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give  an  attorney  of  record  title  to  a  fee  in  cases  where  he  has  failed  to  • 
perform  any  services  whatever,  or  is  not  otherwise  entitled  thereto. 

In  this  case  it  appears  that  Mr.  Purviance,  the  attorney  of  record, 
was  not  in  default  at  the  time  the  appellants  entered  the  appeal  from 
the  action  of  the  Bureau,  and  that  he  had  performed  material  service 
in  securing  allowance  of  the  claim.  Under  these  circumstances  he 
could  not  be  displaced,  and  the  service  rendered  by  the  appellants 
inures  to  his  benefit. 

The  action  of  the  Bureau  in  denying  the  appellants  a  fee  was  proper 
and  is  affirmed. 


desertion- act  june  87,  1890. 
Catharine  Tubah. 

I>ei$ertion  of  soldier  from  regalar  Army,  in  which  he  enlisted  subsequent  to  the  close  of 
the  war  of  the  rebellion,  not  a  bar  to  widow's  claim  for  pension  under  act  of  June 
27,  1890. 

Assistant   Secretary    John    M.    Reynolds   to    the    Commissioner    of  Penmru, 

February  8,  1896. 

The  claimant's  application  (No.  307,282)  for  pension  under  the  act 
of  June  27,  1890,  as  the  widow  of  Charles  Tubah,  late  of  Company  E, 
One  hundred  and  sixty-fifth  New  York  Volunteers,  was  rejected  by 
your  Bureau  in  February,  1892,  on  the  ground  that  her  husband  was  a 
deserter. 

It  appears  from  the  records  of  the  War  Department  that  Charles 
Wheeler  (who  is  alleged  to  have  been  identical  with  Charles  Tubah, 
the  claimant's  husband)  enlisted  in  Company  E,  One  hundred  and 
sixty-fifth  New  York  Infantry  on  July  28,  1863,  and  was  mustered  out 
July  17,  1865.  He  reenlisted  August  21,  1865,  in  Company  F,  First 
Battalion,  Seventeenth  United  States  Infantry,  and  deserted  April  3, 
1866.  There  is  no  evidence  that  he  ever  received  a  discharge  from  the 
latter  service. 

Under  the  decisions  of  the  Department  the  rejection  of  this  claim 
on  the  ground  stated  is  not  tenable.  The  service  from  which  the  sol- 
dier deserted  was  not  a  service  **  during  the  war  of  the  rebellion." 
(John  Barleyoung's  appeal,  7  P.  D.,  453.)  The  soldier  himself,  being 
a  deserter,  would  not  have  been  entitled  to  pension.  But  the  rights  of 
the  widow  are  not  dependent  upon  the  pensionable  status  of  her  hus- 
band, and  his  desertion  from  service  in  the  regular  army,  after  the  close 
of  the  war  of  the  rebellion,  is  no  bar  to  the  allowance  of  her  claim. 
(Morris  Burton's  appeal,  7  P.  D.,  188.)  Your  action  is  therefore  set 
aside  and  the  claim  reopened  for  further  adjudication.  Other  points  in 
the  case  have  not  been  considered. 
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medical  examixation-act  of  mabcii  «,  1895-rate. 

Alonzo  Roberts. 

trtificate  of  medical  ezami nation  ezeoated  Bnbsequent  to  the  act  of  March  2,  1895, 
'whi<^  fkils  to  specifically  state  the  rating  which,  in  the  judgment  of  the  examining 
saigeons,  the  applicant  is  entitled  to,  is  fatally  defective. 

^mstant    Secretary    John    M,   Reynolds   to   the    Commmioner   of   Pensions^ 

February  8,  1896. 

This  case  was  considered  on  appeal,  October  31, 1895,  when  I  decided 
that  ^'Claimant's  last  medical  examination,  upon  which  the  claim 
appears  to  have  been  adjudicated,  is  defective  in  not  stating  the  rating 
as  required  by  the  act  of  March  2,  1895,  and  the  case  is  therefore 
reopened  and  remanded  for  further  action  in  conformity  with  the 
instractions  contained  in  the  case  of  George  Lutz,  Certificate  No.  260,833, 
decided  October  28,  1895.'' 

On  December  27,  1895,  you  returned  the  papers  with  the  following 
communication : 

f         For  further  consideration  of  the  appeal  entered  August  19,  1895,  I  have  the  honor  to 
\       return  herewith  all  the  papers  in  the  above-designated  claim,  requesting  attention  to 

information  embodied  in  accompanying  statement  submitted  by  the  medical  referee, 

November  22,  1895. 

The  statement  of  the  medical  referee,  above  referred  to,  is  2^  follows: 


I         This  soldier  is  in  receipt  of  pension  at  second  grade  ($30  per  month)  on  the  ground  of 

inability  to  perform  any  manual  labor  because  of  disability  from  varicose  veins  of  both 

I      legs  and  resulting  ulcers.     December  27,  1890,  he  filed  a  declaration  for  increase  on  the 

ground  of  being  utterly  incapable  of  performing  manual  labor  and  wholly  dependent 

npon  others  for  support. 

This  declaration  was  supported  by  evidence  filed  in  1895.  May  29,  1895,  the  soldier 
was  examined  by  the  St.  Paul,  Minn.,  board  of  surgeons,  the  board  describing  fully  his 
condition  and  stating  that  he  is  totally  disabled  for  the  performance  of  any  manual 
labor,  the  rate  for  which  is  second  grade  ($30  per  month),  the  amount  claimant  is  now 
iu  receipt  of. 

In  this  case  it  is  not  believed  tliat  the  return  of  the  certificate  would  be  of  any  avail, 
for  the  reason  that  the  next  rate  to  which  claimant  wonld  be  entitled  is  $50,  provided 
it  be  shown  that  he  is  disabled  to  such  a  degree  as  to  require  frequent  and  periodical, 
though  not  regular,  attendance  of  another  person,  which  is  not  shown  in  this  case. 

The  conclusion  reached  by  the  medical  referee,  as  above  set  forth, 
amounts  to  predetermination  of  the  question  involved,  without  afford- 
ing claimant  a  rating  by  the  examining  surgeons,  which  the  law,  ir 
express  terms,  entitles  him  to. 

The  reasoning  of  the  medical  referee  would  enable  him  to  nullify  tb 
plain  provision  of  the  law  by  determining  in  each  case  that  a  ratir 
would  be  of  no  benefit.     It  is  true  that  your  Bureau  is  not  obliged 
follow  the  ratings  given  by  the  examining  surgeons,  but  the  claimant 
entitled  to  have  the  apeciGc  statement  of  the  ratmg  to  'w\v\c^  \i* 
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entitled,  according  to  the  judgment  of  the  examining  surgeons,  before 
your  Bureau  for  consideration  in  the  adjudication  of  the  questioD  of 
rating. 

Another  reason  why  he  is  entitled  to  have  the  degree  of  his  disa- 
bility rated  specifically  by  the  examining  surgeons  is  that  the  act  of 
July  14,  1892,  makes  the  $50  rate  depend  upon  the  certificate  of  the 
examining  surgeons,  and  to  determine  his  right  to  such  pension  upon 
an  illegal  certificate  is  clearly  error. 

A  description  of  a  claimant's  condition  by  the  examining  surgeons 
which,  to  a  medical  expert,  would  indicate  the  degree  of  his  physical 
or  mental  disability  would,  to  the  non-professional  man,  be  no  guide  in 
determining  the  rating  which  the  claimant  would  be  entitled  to  receive, 
but  when  the  degree  is  rated  in  dollars,  or  fractions  which  indicate  dol- 
lars, it  becomes  plain  to  the  claimant  and  to  the  average  layman  just 
what  judgment  the  examining  surgeons  meant  to  render,  and  Congress 
plainly  intended  by  the  act  of  March  2, 1895,  that  the  judgment  or  con- 
clusions of  the  examining  surgeons  should  be  made  plain  by  indicating 
in  a  distinctive  and  uamistakable  manner  the  rate  of  pension  which 
their  examination  of  claimant  warranted. 

I  am  of  the  opinion  that  a  certificate  of  medical  examination  executed 
subsequent  to  the  act  of  March  2,  1895,  which  fails  to  specifically  state 
the  rating  which,  in  the  judgment  of  the  examining  surgeons,  the  appli- 
cant is  entitled  to,  is  fatally  defective.  The  decision  of  October  31, 
1895,  is  therefore  adhered  to.  The  papers  in  the  case  are  herewith 
returned  to  your  Bureau  for  further  action  in  accordance  with  said 
decision. 


speciai^  act-legitimacy. 
Alleged  Minors  of  Hartwell  Trickey. 

1.  The  fact  that  the  alleged  widow  of  the  soldier  was  peDsioned  by  special  act  of  Con- 

gress, and  the  certificate  included  pension  for  herself  and  her  minor  children,  does 
not  confer  title  upon  said  children  to  a  continuance  of  such  pension  to  them  after 
her  death,  the  special  act  having  reference  only  to  title  in  said  alleged  widow. 

2.  Legitimacy  being  a  prerequisite  to  the  legal  title  to  pension  of  minor  children,  the 

f^t  that  the  parents  of  these  claimants  were  never  lawfully  married  bars  them 
from  receiving  any  pension,  except  by  special  act  of  Congress  for  their  benefit. 

Assistant    Secretary  John  M.   Reynolds   to    the    Commissioner  of  Pensions, 

February  15,  1896, 

Application  (No.  614,209)  for  minors'  pension  under  act  of  June  27, 
1890,  was  filed  May  13,  1895,  by  Edward  E.  Cole,  as  guardian  of  the 
minor  children  of  Hartwell  M.  Trickey,  late  of  Company  I,  One  hun- 
dred and  sixth  New  York  Volunteers.     The  claim  was  rejected  on  the 
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groand  that  the  mother  of  the  children  wa-s  never  legally  married  to 
the  soldier. 

From  this  action  an  appeal  was  taken  by  the  claimant,  the  contention 
whereof  was  that,  as  the  mother  of  said  children  was  pensioned  by 
:>pecial  act  of  Ckingress,  and  their  names  were  included  in  the  certificate 
issued  thereunder,  they  should  be  continued  on  the  rolls  after  her 
death.  Also,  that,  as  these  minors  were  children  of  the  soldier,  and 
under  16  years  of  age  at  the  date  of  the  mother's  death,  they  are 
entitled  to  pension  by  reason  of  their  father's  service,  without  reference 
to  the  mother. 

A  brief  history  of  the  several  claims  which  have  been  filed  is  neces- 
^ry  to  a  correct  understanding  of  the  legal  status  of  these  children. 
The  soldier  was  in  the  service  about  three  years,  and  was  pensioned 
from  discharge  for  gunshot  wound  of  the  lefb  forearm.  He  died,  June 
11, 1889,  and  his  supposed  wife,  Mary  E.,  filed  her  application  in  July, 
1890,  for  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  for  herself  as  his 
widow,  and  for  four  minor  children.  This  claim  was  allowed  in 
December,  1890.  Soon  afterwards,  or  in  1891,  another  claim  was  filed 
by  a  woman  named  Jane,  who  alleged  that  she  was  the  legal  widow  of 
the  soldier  and  entitled  to  pension  as  such.  It  was  shown  by  evidence 
that  the  soldier,  while  at  home  on  furlough  in  1863,  was  married  to 
said  Jane  and  lived  with  her  about  one  week,  when  he  returned  to  his 
command.  He  again  lived  with  her,  after  discharge,  for  a  year  or  two, 
when,  in  1867,  he  left  her  in  northern  New  York  and  went  to  Pennsyl- 
vania. Here  he  became  acquainted  with  said  Mary  E.,  in  1868,  and 
was  married  to  her  in  1872,  at  Wilkesbarre,  without  having  obtained  a 
divorce  from  the  wife,  Jane. 

Upon  this  evidence  the  name  of  Mary  E.  was  dropped  from  the  rolls 
and  Jane  was  paid  accrued  pension.  The  claim  for  widow's  pension 
filed  by  said  Jane  was,  however,  rejected  in  1893,  on  the  ground  that 
it  was  shown  that  she  had  lived  and  cohabited  with  one  Rogers,  in 
adultery,  for  a  period  of  twenty-one  years  up  to  1890. 

By  a  special  act  of  Congress,  approved  August  4,  1894,  the  other 
alleged  widow,  Mary  E.,  was  granted  pension  again,  and  a  certificate 
was  issued  including  the  names  of  three  of  the  minor  children.  She 
drew  this  pension  up  to  her  death,  in  April,  1893,  and  immediately 
afterwards  the  claim  for  minors'  pension  was  filed. 

The  special  act  of  Congress  by  which  Mary  E.  Trickey  was  pensioned 
authorized  the  placing  of  her  name  on  the  pension  roll,  subject  to  the 
provisions  and  limitations  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890.  Thus  the 
legality  of  her  marriage  to  the  soldier  was  waived  as  far  as  she  was 
individually  concerned,  and  she  was  placed  in  the  status  of  his  legal 
widow,  to  receive  the  same  pension  under  said  act  of  June  27,  1890,  as 
if  she  were  the  legal  widow  in  fact.    She  was  therefore  a\\a>N^A.^^tL^vya. 
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of  $8  per  month  and  $2  per  month  additional  for  each  of  the  minor 
children. 

But  this  special  act  did  not  extend  its  provisions  beyond  the  said 
Mary  E.  herself.  She  was  made  the  sole  beneficiary,  no  other  name 
being  mentioned  therein.  Especially  was  no  provision  made  for  the 
minor  children,  except  as  the  granting  of  pension  on  their  account 
might  inure  to  the  benefit  of  said  Mary  E.,  by  the  express  terms  of  the 
special  act  and  the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

The  first  contention  of  the  appeal  is,  therefore,  without  foundatioD. 
This  conclusion  is  distinctly  sustained  by  my  decision  of  February  24, 
1894,  in  the  appeal  of  the  minors  of  William  Hackey  (7  P.  D.,  212), 
wherein  this  language  is  used: 

It  seems  to  be  assumed  that  the  children  were  pensioned  under  said  private  act 
because  the  widow  was  allowed  $2  per  month  additional  on  their  account  when  her 
pension  was  granted.  The  children  are  not  mentioned  in  said  act,  and  they  have  never 
been  pensioned  as  minor  children  in  their  own  right  by  virtue  thereof.  The  widow 
only  was  given  a  pensionable  status  by  said  act,  and  her  pension  was  larger  because  of 
said  minors.  It  gave  them  no  pensionable  status,  and  the  rejection  was  properly 
entered. 

'  The  other  contention  of  the  appeal  is  likewise  without  force,  because 
legitimacy  is  a  prerequisite  to  the  granting  of  a  pension  to  minors, 
made  so  by  the  laws  providing  for  such  pensions.  In  the  appeal  of 
J.  F.  Kinney,  attorney  for  the  minors  of  Michael  Harmon  (4  P.  D.,  132), 
after  quoting  section  4704  Revised  Statutes,  it  is  held  that: 

Tlie  language  of  said  section  necessarily  and  absolutely  excludes  from  the  benefits  of 
the  pension  laws  such  minor  children  of  a  soldier  born  out  of  wedlock  as  were  not  snt)- 
sequently  legitimized  by  the  contraction  of  a  lawful  marriage  l)etween  the  parents,  as 
well  as  by  acknowledgment  on  part  of  the  father. 

And  in  the  appeal  of  Emma  Gierhart  {6  P.  D.,  155),  section  4704, 
Revised  Statutes,  is  again  quoted,  and  Assistant  Secretary  Bussey  said: 

It  is  apparent  from  said  law  that  a  marriage  of  the  parents  is  a  prerequisite  in  the 
allowance  of  a  pension  to  a  claimant  as  the  minor  child  of  a  soldier.  In  this  case  it  is 
admitte<l  that  there  was  no  marriage,  and  consequently  the  claimant  has  no  valid  title. 

In  the  case  under  consideration  there  was  no  lawful  marriage  of  the 
parents.  This  fact  was  sufficient  to  deprive  the  mother  of  these  chil- 
dren of  her  pension  as  widow,  and  the  same  could  only  be  restored  to 
her,  as  was  done,  by  a  special  act  of  Congress.  The  children  labor 
under  the  same  disability,  by  reason  of  the  unlawful  marriage  of  the 
parents,  as  did  the  mother;  and  fifince  they  were  not  included  in  the 
provisions  of  the  special  act  of  Congress,  as  already  noted,  they  have 
no  title  whatever  to  pension,  and  can  not  have  under  the  law,  unless 
the  same  is  specifically  given  by  a  special  act  of  Congress  for  their 
benefit. 

The  action  of  the  Bureau  in  rejecting  the  minors'  claim  was  proper 
anr]  is  affirmed. 


DECISIONS   RELATING   TO    PENSIONS.  87 

payment  of  pension-imprisoned  pensioner-act  august  8,  1888 
(amended  section  4766,  revised  statutes). 

Edward  Willson. 

1.  An  order  made  by  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions,  being  within  his  general  jurisdic- 

tion, and  certified  to  the  pension  agent  instead  of  a  new  certificate,  is  obligatory  on 
the  pension  agent. 

2.  Payment  under  authority  of  the  act  of  Congress  approved  August  8,  1882  (now 

amended  section  4766,  Revised  Statutes),  to  a  wife,  or  to  the  guardian  of  minor  chil- 
dren, of  an  invalid  pensioner  who  is  in  penal  confinement  for  violation  of  the  laws 
is  not  snch  a  payment  as  requires  the  possession  or  production  of  a  certificate  by 
the  beneficiary  ;  and  payment  may  be  made  to  such  widow  or  guardian  upon  her  or 
bis  properly  execnted  voucher,  showing  that  the  invalid  pensioner  is  alive  and  in 
penal  confinement,  and  that  she  or  minor  child  is  dependent  upon  him. 

Amslant    Secretary   John    Jf.    Reynolds   to   the    Commissioned'   of  Pensions  j 

February  21,  1896. 

I  have  the  honor  to  acknowledge  receipt  of  your  communication  of 
the  17th  instant,  inclosing  a  letter  of  the  15th  instant  from  the  Chief 
of  the  Law  Division  of  your  Bureau. 

It  appears  from  your  statement  that  Edward  Willson,  pensioned 
under  Certificate  No.  61,126  as  of  the  Seventy-eightli  New  York  Vol- 
anteer  Infantry,  is  in  penal  confinement  for  violation  of  the  law^s,  and 
has  surrendered  his  pension  certificate  to  the  warden  of  the  peniten- 
tiary where  he  is  now  confined,  and  that  the  warden,  presumably  acting 
at  the  request  of  the  convict,  refuses  to  surrender  it. 

It  likewise  appears  that  this  is  a  proper  case  in  which  to  administer 
the  relief  afibrded  in  the  act  of  August  8,  1882,  authorizing  the  Com- 
missioner of  Pensions,  in  his  discretion,  to  cause  the  payment  in  such 
cases  to  be  made  to  the  wife  of  the  pensioner. 

The  case  cited  by  you  is,  in  its  consequences,  analogous  to  the  case 
of  a  i)ensioner  whose  certificate  is  in  the  hands  of  a  creditor  who 
refuses  to  surrender  the  same. 

It  was  held,  in  such  a  case,  by  Hon.  R.  B.  Taney  (2  Op.  Att.  Gen., 
541),  that  the  act  of  the  creditor  ought  not  to  prevent  the  payment  of 
the  pension  upon  satisfactory  proof  of  the  stated  facts. 

It  is  not  obligatory  on  the  Secretary  to  issue  a  new  certificate  in  such 
a  case.     (Id.) 

It  is  a  question  in  my  mind  whether  the  issuance  of  a  new  certificate 
is  necessary  to  the  enjoyment  by  the  wife  of  the  statutory  privilege 
conferred  upon  her  by  the  act  of  Congress  approved  August  8,  1882. 

The  very  foundation  of  her  right  consists  in  the  fact  that  her  hus- 
band,  who  is  in  confinement,  is  a  pensioner  to  whom  a  certificate  has 
already  issued.  That  certificate  is,  in  every  case,  first  transmitted  to 
the  pension  agent  through  whom  it  is  made  payable,  aiv(\.^\\o,\i^N\xi^|, 
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inscribed  it  upon  the  roll  of  his  agency ,  transmits  the  same  to  the  pen- 
sioner. Thus,  there  is  on  file  with  the  pension  agent,  and  the  account- 
ing officers  of  the  Treasury,  evidence  of  an  adjudicated  right  to  make 
payment  under  and  by  virtue  of  said  certificate  so  long  as  the  pensioner 
lives  and  the  certificate  remains  unrevoked* 

Payment  to  a  wife  under  authority  of  the  act  of  August  8,  1882 
(being  amended  section  4766,  Revised  Statutes),  is  based  upon  the  fact 
that  an  unrevoked  invalid  certificate  has  already  been  issued,  of  which 
she  becomes,  for  the  time  being  only,  the  beneficiary. 

It  is  not  obligatory  on  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  to  make  pay- 
ment to  her.  He  may  avail  himself  of  the  privilege  of  the  statute  to 
exercise  his  discretion  in  directing  payment  on  the  said  certificate  to 
be  made  to  a  wife  during  the  invalid  pensioner's  penal  confinement. 

Her  right  to  receive  payment  is  conditioned,  not  upon  either  the 
issuance  to  her  or  the  possession  by  her  of  any  pension  certificate,  but 
upon  proof  that  will  satisfy  the  requirements  of  the  statute  by  showing 
that  she  is  a  person  of  good  character,  that  her  husband  is  legally  con- 
fined, that  he  is  an  invalid  pensioner,  and  that  she  is  dependent  upon 
him.  In  a  proper  case,  her  authority  to  receive  payment  is  evinced  by 
the  order  of  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  to  the  pension  agent  direct- 
ing him  to  pay  her. 

It  was  said  (19  Op.  Att.  Gen.,  214)  that: 

An  order  of  the  Commissioner  having  been  made  and  certified  to  the  pension  agent 
instead  of  a  new  ccrtificat<e,  the  order  being  but  a  modification  of  the  certificate  already 
in  the  possession  of  the  pensioner,  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  having  general  juris- 
diction of  the  subject-matter,  the  form  he  adopts  in  the  mode  of  administration  does  not 
change  the  principle  ;  and  that  an  order  made  by  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions,  being 
within  his  general  jurisdiction,  is  obligatory  on  the  pension  agent,  and  the  account- 
ing officers  of  the  Treasury  have  no  iwwer  to  disallow  the  payments  made  by  the  agent 
in  pursuance  of  it. 

The  statute  interposes  no  condition  precedent  thereto,  after  the  Com- 
missioner of  Pensions  shall  have  directed  the  pension  agent  to  pay  her, 
save  that  the  payment  shall  be  made  upon  her  properly  executed 
voucher.  Her  right  depends  not  upon  the  production  of  a  pension  cer- 
tificate for  its  evidence,  but  upon  the  Commissioner's  order  to  the  pen- 
sion agent  to  pay  her.  In  any  case,  she  must,  by  due  proof,  exhibit  the 
fact  that  the  invalid  pensioner  is  yet  alive,  in  every  instance,  before 
payment  can  be  made  to  her  at  all,  inasmuch  as  his  death  would  imme- 
diately vacate  her  statutory  right  found  in  the  act  of  August  8,  1882. 

The  object  of  the  production  of  the  pension  certificate  of  one  who  is, 
by  original  title,  a  pensioner,  when  he  executes  his  voucher,  is  to  estab- 
lish the  identity  of  the  holder  and  the  beneficiary,  and  show  that  the 
pensioner  is  actually  alive.  But  in  such  a  case  as  you  cite,  where  the 
payment  to  the  wife  is  not  by  reason  of  original  title  in  her,  which 
makes  it  necessary  to  issue  her  a  certificate,  b\xt  bec-^u'a^  o^  VJtife  -^Anv 
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lege  of  the  statute,  by  way  of  diversion  of  payment  from  the  original 
beneficiary  to  her,  for  the  time  being  only,  it  seems  to  me  that,  the  pen- 
sion agent  being  already  informed  of  the  right  of  the  invalid  pensioner 
to  receive  payment,  ^d  being  already  directed  to  divert  that  payment 
from  the  pensioner  to  his  wife,  the  only  proof  to  which  she  can  be 
legally  subjected  is  that  her  husband,  the  invalid  pensioner,  is  alive  and 
still  in  confinement,  and  that  she  is  still  dependent  on  him. 

This  proof,  to  be  adduced  from  the  prison  authorities,  being  offered 
by  her,  I  can  not  think  that  she  is  hampered  by  any  further  condition. 
Her  right  being  based,  not  on  the  production  of  the  invalid  certificate, 
bat  on  the  Commissioner's  order  to  divert  a  payment,  already  hitherto 
authorized  on  an  invalid  certificate,  to  her,  and,  upon  such  proofs  as 
are  herein  referred  to,  no  certificate  is,  in  my  judgment,  necessary  to 
enable  her  to  convert  the  payment  in  such  case  to  her  own  possession. 

I  would  suggest  that  you  cause  to  be  prepared  a  form  of  voucher  to 
cover  payments  made  in  such  cases  under  the  act  of  August  8,  1882, 
and  submit  the  same  for  the  inspection  and  approval  of  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior. 


LIXK  or  DUTY-ABSENCE  FROM  COMMAND. 

Daniel  V.  Melvin. 

is>l(Uer  shot  by  guerillas  while  returning  to  his  oommand  after  having  been  absent  for 
several  days  on  leave  for  the  purpose  of  visiting  his  family  and  friends  was  not  in 
line  of  duty. 

A^istant    Secretary    John   M.   Reynolds    to   the    Commissioner   of   Pensions, 

February  29,  1896. 

The  claimant;  Daniel  V.  Melvin,  late  of  Company  C,  First  Florida 
Cavalry,  is  a  pensioner  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890  (Certificate 
No.  601,835).  An  application  filed  by  him  on  January  29,  1879,  for 
invalid  pension  on  account  of  wounds  alleged  to  have  been  received 
while  in  the  military  service,  was  rejected  in  September,  1886,  on  the 
ground  that  the  wounds  were  not  received  in  the  line  of  duty. 

Additional  evidence  has  since  been  filed  which,  in  the  opinion  of 
your  Bureau,  is  not  sufficient  to  warrant  any  change  of  action.  An 
appeal  from  that  decision  was  filed  January  20,  1896. 

The  claimant  enlisted  on  February  2,  1864,  and  was  discharged  on 
November  17,  1865.  He  alleges,  in  his  declaration  filed  January  29, 
1879,  that  on  or  about  May  10,  1865,  while  on  detached  duty  carrying 
the  mail  from  Montgomery,  Ala.,  to  Louisville,  Ala.,  and  when  near 
Hobb's  Bridge,  in  Pike  County,  Ala.,  he  was  fired  upon  by  rebels  m 
ambuBb  and  wounded  in  both  shoulders. 
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It  appears,  from  evidence  in  this  and  other  cases  now  before  me, 
that  on  or  about  May  11,  1865,  while  his  regiment  was  stationed  at 
Montgomery,  Ala.,  the  claimant  and  twenty-four  other  men  were 
detailed,  under  the  command  of  Lieutenant  Joseph  Carroll,  to  guard 
the  United  States  mail  from  Montgomery  to  Eufala,  Ala.  After  reach- 
ing Eufala  the  claimant  and  three  other  men — John  W.  Skinner, 
William  Smith,  and  Nathan  Nimms — were  granted  a  leave  of  absence 
by  Lieutenant  Carroll  for  the  purpose  of  visiting  their  families  and 
friends  in  Henry  County,  Ala.  While  on  their  way  to  rejoin  the  com- 
mand, after  the  expiration  of  their  leave,  they  were  fired  upon  by 
guerrillas.  Skinner  was  killed  and  the  claimant  and  Smith  were 
wounded.  Claims  for  pension  have  been  filed  by  Smith,  and  by  Skin- 
ner's widow,  both  of  which  have  been  rejected  on  the  ground  that  said 
soldiers  were  not  in  the  line  of  duty  at  the  time  they  were  shot.  Skin- 
ner's case  was  twice  appealed  to  the  Department,  and  the  rejection  was 
on  both  occasions  affirmed;  first  by  Assistant  Secretary  Hawkins,  and 
next  by  Assistant  Secretary  Bussey. 

The  general  facts  as  above  stated  are  clearly  established,  but  there  is 
considerable  conflict  of  testimony  as  to  details.  The  weight  of  the  evi- 
dence shows,  however,  that  the  leave  of  absence  was  for  three  days 
only.  This  claimant  stated,  in  an  afiidavit  made  December  23,  1885, 
and  filed  in  the  claim  of  Mrs.  Skinner,  that  they  were  to  meet  Lieu- 
tenant Carroll  and  the  rest  of  the  detail  in  three  days  at  the  cross  roads 
at  Louisville,  Ala.  Lieutenant  Carroll  has  also  testified  that  the  leave 
of  absence  was  for  three  days.  William  Smith  testifies  to  the  same 
effect  in  an  affidavit  filed  April  11,  1890. 

It  is  impossible  to  fix  dates  of  the  month  accurately,  but  Mrs.  Skin- 
ner sweai*s  that  her  husband  arrived  at  home  on  Sunday  and  stayed 
until  the  following  Friday.  She  is  corroborated  by  the  deposition 
made  by  Smith  before  a  special  examiner  in  February,  1886,  in  which 
he  says : 

We  got  home  on  Sunday,  I  think,  and  stayed  until  the  next  Thursilay  or  Friday. 

It  would  appear  from  this  evidence  that  these  soldiers  overstayed 
their  leave;  and  that  is  probably  the  reason  why  they  failed  to  find 
Lieutenant  Carroll  and  the  rest  of  the  command  at  the  appointed  place 
of  rendezvous  when  they  arrived  there,  although  testimony  has  been 
filed  to  show  that  the  Lieutenant,  fearing  an  ambuscade  by  bush- 
whackers, left  the  designated  place  of  rendezvous  before  the  time  set 
for  these  men  to  return. 

There  is  some  diversity  of  testimony  as  to  the  place  at  which  the 
men  were  ordered  to  rejoin  the  command.  Lieutenant  Carroll  says 
they  were  ordered  to  report  at  Hobb's  (or  Hobby's)  bridge,  on  Pea 
River.  The  claimant  testified,  in  the  affidavit  filed  in  Mrs.  Skinner's 
case,  that  they  were  to  meet  the  rest  of  the  detaW  at  t\v^  cto«&  to^*^^  ^\» 
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Loaisville,  which  was  about  four  miles  from  the  bridge.  Smith  says, 
in  an  affidavit  filed  in  his  ease  December  21,  1889,  that  they  were  to 
meet  at  Lieutenant  CarrolFs  house,  which  was  not  far  from  Hobb's 
bridge,  and  that  on  their  return  to  Carroll's  house,  while  crossing  said 
bridge,  they  were  fired  upon  and  wounded.  In  the  same  affidavit  he 
says: 

I  ^ould  have  been  at  Lieatenant  Carroirs  at  the  time  specified  if  I  had  not  been 
woanded.  I  think  Lieatenant  CarroU  reported  us  as  having  overstayed  otir  leave,  t)nt 
as  soon  as  they  heard  of  oar  being  wounded  and  Skinner  being  killed  he  withdrew  his 
report. 

The  records  show  that  the  claimant,  Melvin,  and  Skinner  and 
Nimms  were  all  reported  ^* deserted"  on  the  muster  rolls  of  their 
respective  companies  for  the  months  May  and  June,  1865. 

In  view  of  the  foregoing  evidence,  there  can  be  hardly  any  doubt 
that  these  men  either  overstayed  their  leave  or  were  shot  before  they 
arrived  at  the  place  where  they  had  been  told  to  report. 

Butj  assuming  they  reported  promptly  on  the  day  set  and  at  the 
place  appointed,  and,  not  finding  Lieutenant  Carroll  there,  were  push- 
ing on  towards  Montgomery  on  their  "own  hook,''  as  one  of  them 
expresses  it,  when  they  were  fired  upon  by  the  enemy,  they  still  can 
not  be  regarded  as  having  been  in  the  line  of  military  duty. 

All  the  consequences  of  the  absence  of  an  officer  or  a  soldier  from  his  post  of  duty,  on 
his  own  motion,  for  his  own  purposes,  of  business  or  of  pleasure,  must  be  regarded  as 
ontside  the  line  of  duty.  While  traveling  from  and  returning  to  the  post  of  duty  on  an 
ordinary  furlough,  given  for  such  puq)Oses,  he  is  at  his  own  risk  as  to  causes  of  disability 
to  which  he  may  be  subjected.     (Drake's  appeal,  4  P.  D.,  53. ) 

As  Assistant  Secretary  Bussey  said,  in  deciding  the  appeal  in  the  case 
of  John  W.  Skinner's  widow  (No.  174,360): 

A  soldier,  while  absent  from  his  command  in  pursuit  of  his  own  business  or  pleasure^ 
assumes  personally  all  responsibility  for  danger  or  accident.  From  the  momeut  of  leav- 
ing the  command  under  such  conditions  until  he  has  again  reported  for  duty  he  rele.ases 
the  Government  from  responsibility  and  obligation  for  his  personal  safety  and  swurity 
and  a^umes  the  risk  hims^elf. 

There  is  no  dispute  as  to  the  main  fact  that  this  claimant  was,  at  the 
time  he  was  wounded,  absent  from  his  command  in  consequence  of  a 
leave  of  absence  granted  him  for  his  own  private  business  or  pleasm^e. 

The  action  of  your  Bureau  in  rejecting  his  claim  for  pension  was  in 
accordance  with  repeated  rulings  of  the  Department  and  is  affirmed. 


negl.igence-i>eatu  cause. 

Diana  B.  Groff. 

Disability  or  death  from  a  contributory  or  secondary  cause,  which  could  have  been 
avoided  by  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care  and  discretion,  does  t\oI  eowl<i\  ^^Jtvfc  Yv^golv.  \ft 
pension. 
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Assistant  ^Secretary    John    M,    Reynolds    to    the    Commissioner   of  Pensiont, 

May  26y  1S94. 

Benjamin  Groff,  late  of  Company  H,  Eighth  Missouri  State  Militia 
Cavalry,  was  enrolled  on  the  24th  of  November,  1863,  and  was  dis- 
charged on  the  15th  of  February,  1865,  on  account  of  disability.  Frank 
A.  Bushey,  Acting  Assistant  Surgeon,  United  States  Army,  in  charge 
of  general  hospital  at  Springfield,  Mo.,  stated  in  the  certificate  of  disa- 
bility that  he  had  carefully  examined  Benjamin  Groff  and  found  him— 

Incapable  of  performing  the  duties  of  a  soldier  because  of  complete  blindness  of  right 
e^'c,  occasioned  by  chronic  conjunctivitis  and  opacity  of  cornea,  and  which  has  also 
afTected  his  left  eye  to  such  an  extent  as  to  render  him  unfit  to  perform  all  military 
duty — of  eight  months  standing.     Disability  total. 

On  the  25th  of  June,  1883,  Diana  B.  Groff  filed  an  application  for 
pension  (No.  305,950),  in  which  she  alleged  that  she  was  married  to 
Benjamin  Groff  on  the  20th  of  October,  1853,  and  that  he  was  killed  by 
a  tree  falling  on  him  on  the  8th  of  December,  1869,  while  in  the  woods 
chopping;  that  he  could  hardly  see  because  of  sore  eyes,  contracted  in 
the  service.  This  claim  was  rejected  on  the  11th  of  March,  1884,  "on 
the  ground  that  the  soldier's  death  was  not  due  to  his  military  service, 
but  rather  to  his  own  gross  negligence  in  exposing  himself,  a  blind 
man,  to  the  danger  of  being  killed  by  falling  trees  which  were  being 
cut  down  by  his  own  directions. '^  From  this  action  an  appeal  is  taken, 
the  contention  being  that  said  Groff  would  have  been  able  to  avoid  the 
falling  tree  if  his  sight  had  not  been  so  impaired  that  he  could  not  see 
in  which  direction  it  was  falling;  that  his  death  was  therefore  due  to 
disease  of  eyes  contracted  in  the  service. 

Benjamin  Groff  never  applied  for  pension,  and  it  is  not  proved  that 
the  disease  of  eyes  on  account  of  which  he  was  discharged  was  con- 
tracted in  the  line  of  duty  in  the  service.  The  testimony  of  several 
witnesses  was  presented  to  show  that  on  the  8th  of  December,  1869,  he 
was  present  when  a  hired  man  was  cutting  a  tree  upon  his  farm,  and 
that  it  fell  upon  him,  he  not  being  able  to  see  how  to  get  out  of  its 
way. 

If  it  were  shown  that  Groff  contracted  the  disease  of  eyes  from 
which  he  suffered  in  the  line  of  duty  in  the  service,  the  case  would  not 
be  one  for  pension  under  the  law  under  which  the  claim  is  made,  as 
said  soldier  contributed  to  the  result  by  voluntarily  putting  himself  in 
the  way  of  danger.  He  could  have  avoided  the  danger  by  the  exercise 
of  that  degree  of  care  which  a  person  in  his  disabled  condition  should 
have  exercised.  Besides  this,  persons  not  disabled  in  any  way  are  not 
infrequently  killed  by  accident,  such  as  that  by  which  Groff  lost  his 
life;  and  it  could  not  be  proved,  with  any  degree  of  certainty,  that  he 
would  have  escaped  if  his  sight  had  not  been.  \m\va\T^d. 
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The  law  provides  a  pension  for  an  officer  or  enlisted  man  disabled 
by  reason  of  injnry  received  or  disease  contracted  in  the  military  or 
naval  service,  and  for  his  widow  in  case  of  his  death  from  such  cause. 
The  expression  "by  reason  of"  was  intended  to  include  certain  conse- 
quences of  the  injury  or  the  disease.     But  it  was  not  intended  that  the 
consequences  of  an  injury  or  a  disease  which  could  have  been  avoided 
by  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care  and  discretion  should  confer  a  right  to 
pension.     In  this  case,  if  the  death  of  the  husband  had  any  connection, 
as  a  result,  with  his  service,  his  own  carelessness  was  a  factor  in  pro- 
ducing the  result.    The  connection  alleged  is  too  remote  and  uncertain, 
and  his  death  too  largely  attributable  to  his  own  voluntary  agency,  to 
justify  the  allowance  of  a  pension  to  the  widow  under  the  law  under 
which  the  claim  is  made.     The  action  of  your  Bureau  rejecting  the 
claim  is  therefore  affirmed. 


contributory  negmgence-death  cause. 

Lucy  Adams. 

A  person  disabled  by  deafness,  impaired  vision,  and  an  injury  which  interferes  with 
locomotion,  who  adopts  a  railroad  track  as  a  highway  of  travel  at  night  is  grossly 
negligent  in  so  doing,  and  if  killed  by  a  passing  train  while  pursuing  such  course 
of  travel,  his  widow  is  not  pensionable  under  the  general  law. 

Citing  cases  of  Bennett  and  Castalor  (2  P.  D.,  9  and  32). 

Asgistant    Secretary    John    M,    Reynolds   to    ike  Commissioner    of  Pensions^ 

March  1,  1894, 

On  January  18,  1892,  this  appellant  claimed  pension  under  the  gen- 
eral law  as  the  widow  of  James  S.  Adams,  late  of  Company  C,  First 
Michigan  Sharpshooters,  who  was  a  pensioner  at  the  time  of  his  death, 
July  4,  1879,  on  account  of  "injury  to  right  knee." 

fiaid  claim  was  rejected  on  the  ground  that  the  soldier's  death  was 
shown  not  to  have  heen  due  to  his  military  service.  Appeal  was  filed 
February  7,  1893,  the  contention  being  that  the  evidence  shows  the 
soldier's  death  was  due  to  deafness,  impaired  eyesight,  and  injury  to 
knee,  and  that  these  allied  disabilities  originated  in  service. 

The  evidence  adduced  tends  to  show  some  disability  existed  from 
deafhefis  and  from  impaired  eyesight,  and  considerable  from  the  pen- 
sioned injury,  it  interfering  somewhat  with  locomotion.  Assuming 
then,  for  the  sake  of  argument,  that  these  disabilities  originated  in 
service  and  line  of  duty,  the  question  presented  is  whether  death  was 
doe  to  said  disabilities,  as  is  alleged. 

The  soldier  was  killed  while  walking  at  night  down  a  railroad  track. 
One  witness  testi£es  be  met  the  soldier  walking  down  tVvft  tt^kjciJs.,  «jkA 
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both  hurriedly  got  off  the  track  to  avoid  a  passing  train.  After  the 
train  had  passed  each  continued  on  his  way.  Shortly  afterward  the 
train  returned  rapidly,  backing,  and  witness,  hearing  a  conunotion 
down  the  track  in  the  direction  the  soldier  had  taken,  returned  and 
found  him  lying  dead  beside  the  track  with  his  head  badly  fractured. 

It  is  clear  this  soldier  was  grossly  negligent  in  using  a  railroad  track 
as  a  highway  of  travel  at  night.  A  person  disabled  by  dea&esS; 
impaired  vision,  and  an  injury  which  interferes  with  locomotion,  who 
thus  adopts  as  a  course  of  travel  at  night  a  road  where  trains  may  pafis 
at  any  time,  does  so  at  his  peril,  and  he  is  alone  responsible  for  any 
injuries  thereby  incurred.  This  is  the  well  settled  rule  of  law  in  pen- 
sion adjudications.  (See  cases  of  Bennett  and  Castalor,  2  P.  D.,  9 
and  32.) 

Your  rejection  of  this  claim  was  clearly  proper  and  is  affirmed. 


service— civilian  employees-enrolling  officers. 

James  M.  Barnes. 

1 .  Pension  under  section  2  of  the  act  of  Jane  27^  1890,  is  limited  to  persons  legnUrly 

enlisted  or  mustered  into  the  military  or  naval  service  of  the  United  States,  who 
served  therein  for  ninety  days  or  more  daring  the  late  war  of  the  rebellion,  and 
were  honorably  discharged  therefrom. 

2.  Enrolliug  officers  who  served  daring  such  war  are  regarded  as  having  been  employed 

in  the  civil  branch  of  the  service,  and  are  not  included  w^ithin  the  terms  of  said 
section,  and  are  not  pensionable  thereunder. 

Assistant   Secretary   John   M,    Reynolds    to    the    Commissioner    of  Pensions^ 

May  26,  189Jt. 

James  M.  Barnes,  the  appellant,  filed  a  claim  September  1,  1892,  for 
pension  under  the  provisions  of  section  2  of  the  act  of  June  27, 1890, 
alleging  service  as  an  enrolling  officer  of  the  Tenth  District  of  Indiana, 
from  the  10th  of  July,  1863,  to  October  15,  1864,  and  that  he  was 
unable  to  earn  a  support  by  reason  of  disability  resulting  from  old  age, 
deaftiess,  disease  of  urinary  organs,  and  loss  of  left  ear. 

His  claim  was  rejected  July  10,  1893,  on  the  ground  that  his  service 
as  an  enrolling  officer  gave  no  title  to  pension  under  said  act;  from 
which  action  he  appeals,  contending  that  as  enrolling  officers  are  pen- 
sionable under  the  fifth  paragraph  of  section  4693,  Revised  Statutes, 
their  military  character  is  established,  and  that  they  are  alike  entitled 
to  the  benefits  of  the  second  section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

The  paragraph  of  section  4693,  Revised  Statutes,  referred  to,  pensions 
provost  marshals,  deputy  provost  marshals,  and  enrolling  officers,  for 
wounds  or  injuries,  received  in  the  discharge  of  their  duty,  which  dis- 
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abled  them  for  procuring  a  subsietence  by  manual  labor,  not  because  they 
are  recognized  as  in  the  military  service,  but  because  of  being  injured 
in  the  discharge  of  their  duty.     The  first  paragraph  of  said  section 
covers  all  persons  who  were  in  the  military  or  naval  service;    the 
second,  third,  fourth,  and  fifth  paragraphs  provide  pensions  for  persons 
not  in  the  military  or  naval  service  proper,  who  were  wounded  or 
injured  while  performing  certain  services,  and  under  certain  conditions 
therein  mentioned.     The  fact  that  Congress  made  special  provisions  for 
Buch  enrolling  oflBcers  shows  that  they  were  not  considered  in  the  mili- 
tary service,  and  hence  not  embraced  in  the  first  paragraph  of  said 
section. 

In  the  case  of  H.  S.  Campbell  (Pen.  Dig.,  1885,  p.  150)  the  Depart- 
ment held  that  provost  marshals  of  congressional  districts  during  the 
late  rebellion  were  in  the  civil  branch  of  the  service.  This  rule  was 
approved  by  the  Attorney  General  (8  Op.,  161).  In  the  case  of  David 
B.  Muthersbough  (Pen.  Dig.,  1885,  p.  150)  the  Department  held  that: 

A  deputy  provost  marshal  is  not  an  officer  of  the  Army,  Navy,  or  Marine  Corps. 

In  the  case  of  Andrew  J.  Shannon  (7  P.  D.,  64)  it  was  held  that: 

None  of  the  clafises  of  persons  for  whom  si)ecial  provision  is  made  by  the  seoond, 
third,  fourth,  and  filth  subdivisions  of  section  4693  of  the  Revised  Statutes  can  be  con- 
sidered as  having  been  regularly  or  legally  in  the  military  or  naval  service  of  the  United 
States,  or  included  within  the  terms  of  the  seoond  section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890 
or  pensionable  thereunder. 

And  that: 

Service  as  a  provost  marshal,  deputy  provost  marshal,  or  enrolling  officer  during  the 
late  war  of  the  rebellion  is  not  such  military  service  ns  is  contemplated  by  section  2  of 
the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  and  that  such  persons  are  not  included  within  the  terms  of 
said  section,  nor  pensionable  thereunder. 

These  decisions  settle  this  case,  and  the  rejection  of  the  same  is 
affirmed. 


service-contract  surgeons. 

Annie  E.  Few. 

1.  A  contract  surgeon  is  not  pensionable  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

2.  Case  of  Richard  Mace  (5  P.  D.,  16)  is  overruled  in  so  far  as  it  indicates  a  contnry 

opinion. 

Assidant    Secretary  John   M.    Reynolds    to    the    Commissioner    of  PensionSj 

June  16,  189If. 

Claimant  appeals  from  the  action  of  your  Bureau  of  March  7,  1894, 
rejecting  her  claim  on  the  ground  that  as  her  husband,  Samuel  F.  Few, 
was  a  contract  surgeon,  she  had  no  title  under  said  act. 
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The  records  of  the  War  Department  show  that  her  husband  held  his 
office  of  Acting  Assistant  Surgeon,  United  States  Army,  by  virtue  of  a 
contract. 

His  services  were  terminated  in  the  war  of  the  rebellion  by  reason 
of  the  expiration  of  his  contract,  and  not  by  a  discharge.  He  could 
not  be  "honorably  discharged"  within  the  meaning  of  section  2  of  the 
act  of  June  27,  1890,  for  the  reason  that  he  was  not  regularly  in  the 
service  by  virtue  of  enlistment  or  commission. 

The  act  of  June  27,  1890,  makes  an  honorable  discharge  from  the 
service  a  condition  precedent  to  pension,  and  indicates  that  only  thoee 
who  were  entitled  to  receive  such  a  discharge  were  contemplated  by 
that  act. 

The  conclusion  reached  by  the  Department  in  the  case  of  Andrew  J, 
Shannon  (7  P.  D.,  64),  as  to  provost  marshals,  is  applicable  to  cases  of 
contract  surgeons. 

The  Department  does  not  adhere  to  the  doctrine  as  announced  in 
the  case  of  Richard  Mace  (5  P.  D.,  16),  and  that  case,  in  so  far  as  it  held 
contract  surgeons  were  peusionable  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  is 
overruled. 

The  action  of  your  Bureau  appealed  from  is  affirmed. 

Note. — Lieutenant-Colonel  Winthrop,  in  his  work  on  "Military  Law,-'  (vol.  1,  pp. 
81-2),  referring  to  this  subject,  nnder  the  head  of  ** Acting  OflScere,'^  says:  "It  need 
hardly  be  added  that  persons  ^  acting '  ( by  the  authority  of  military  orders)  as  officers, 
or  for  and  in  the  st^ead  of  officers,  but  who  are  not  legally  apxx>inted  or  commissioned 
as  such,  are,  though  effectively  performing  all  the  duties  which  would  devolve  upon  offi- 
cers of  the  army  under  similar  circumstances,  clearly  not  officers  within  the  meaning  of 
the  present  artide,  or  qualified  to  sit  upon  the  courts-martial.  Thus,  an  *  acting  assist- 
ant' or  'contract'  surgeon,  not  being  an  officer  of  the  army,  but  a  civil  official,  is  not 
so  qualified,  and  would  not  be  so,  even  though  serving  with  an  army  in  the  field,  and 
thus  subject  to  military  law.  Nor,  for  a  similar  reason,  would  a  civilian,  acting  as  a 
volunteer  aid  on  the  staff  of  a  general  in  the  field,  or  a  non-commissioned  officer  acting 
ae  a  commissioned  officer  be  thus  eligible." — Eds. 


ATTORNE  YSHIP-NBG  LECT-RUIiE  1 8-NOTICB. 

P.  J.  LocKWOOD  (attorney). 
Harriet  R.  Bostwick  (claimant). 

Under  Rule  12,  an  attorney  is  not  chaq^eable  with  neglect  for  the  reason  that  be  has 
not  complied  with  an  order  requiring  additional  evidence  to  establish  a  prima  facie 
case,  when  the  publicity  given  to  the  order  is  insufficient  for  presuming  that  attor- 
neys have  been  notified  of  its  contents. 

Assistant  Secretary   John    M,    Reynolds    to   the    Commissioner   of   PensionSf 

March  9,  1896, 

P.  J.  Lockwood,  of  Washington,  D.  C,  has  appealed  in  tke  matter  of 
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recognition  in  the  claim  (No.  264,284)  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890, 
of  Harriet  R.  Bostwick  for  pension  as  widow  of  James  Bostwick,  late 
of  Company  E,  Third  United  States  Colored  Volunteer  Infantry. 

The  facts  are  these:  Mr.  Lockwood  was  recognized  by  the  Bureau  as 

attorney  in  the  case  in  April,  1893.     He  was  called  on  for  evidence, 

and  in  December,  1893,  complied  with  the  call.     On  December,  26, 

1893,  he  called  up  the  case. 

The  following  is  from  the  report  of  the  Bureau  filed  October  3,  1895: 

Under  these  circumstances  hia  (appellant's)  citation  of  the  Keisor  deciaion  is  appro- 
priate, and  under  its  provisions  he  would  be  entitled  to  recognition  but  for  one  fact,' 
tiut  on  June  2,  1894,  the  Bureau  put  in  practice,  in  widows'  claims,  the  requirement 
of  specific  evidence  to  show  whether  or  not  the  claimant  and  soldier  have  been  divorced. 
While  there  has  been  no  general  promulgation  outside  of  the  Bureau,  by  printed  notice, 
of  this  additional  requirement,  yet  the  presumption  always  exists  that  an  attorney  is 
cognizant  of  the  rules  and  requirements  of  the  tribunal  before  which  he  practices. 

The  appellant  was  denied  further  recognition  on  the  ground  that  he 
had  not  filed,  within  one  year  from  the  date  of  issuing  the  above  men- 
tioned order,  the  additional  evidence  thereby  required  for  establishing 
a  claim  like  the  one  at  bar. 

In  the  Newman  case  (8  P.  D.,  65),  decided  January  11,  1896,  the 
Department  held,  in  effect,  that  where  publicity  is  given  to  orders 
specifying  the  evidence  required  in  cases  therein  mentioned,  it  is  not 
necessary  for  the  Bureau  to  make  specific  calls  for  such  evidence,  and 
that  an  attorney  would  become  in  neglect  by  not  complying  with  the 
order. 

It  may  well  be  doubted  whether  an  attorney  living  a  distance  from 
the  city  of  Washington,  D.  C,  could  become  regularly  informed  of  any 
change  in  the  practice  through  any  other  means  than  a  direct  commu- 
nication from  the  Bureau,  and  the  decisions  of  this  Department.  He 
relies,  in  a  great  measure,  for  his  knowledge  of  the  practice,  upon  his 
correspondence  with  the  Bureau  and  his  experience.  He  has  no  oppor- 
tunity for  making  oral  inquiries  of  the  officials  of  the  Bureau  as  to 
changes  in  the  practice.  Nor  can  it  be  assumed  that  attorneys  who 
are  living  in  the  city  of  Washington  are  cognizant  of  verbal  orders 
issued  in  the  Bureau.  While  it  is  true  that  attorneys  are  presumed  to 
know  the  requirements  of  the  tribunal  before  which  they  practice,  it  is 
equally  true  that  long  established  rules  of  practice  are  presumed  to 
continue  in  force. 

I  am  of  the  opinion  that  changes  in  the  practice  as  to  evidence 
required  for  prima  facie  establishing  a  case  should  be  made  by  written 
orders,  and  widespread  publicity  be  given  them,  and  that  in  the  absence 
of  such  publication  attorneys  are  not  presumed  to  be  cognizant  of  any 
changes  in  the  practice. 
In  the  case  at  bar  it  does  not  appear  that  publicity  was  given  to  the 
p.  i>. — VOL.  S 7 
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order  set  forth  in  the  report  above  mentioned  sufficient  to  charge  the 
appellant  with  constructive  notice  of  the  additional  requirements  in   I 
the  practice,  and  it  is  admitted  that  actual  notice  was  not  given  him  by  a 
call  for  evidence  required  by  said  order. 

Therefore  it  can  not  be  held  that  the  appellant  was  guilty  of  laches 
because  he  did  not  meet  a  requirement  of  the  case,  of  which,  as  an 
attorney,  he  is  not  presumed  to  have  any  knowledge. 

For  the  foregoing  reasons,  the  action  of  your  Bureau  is  reversed. 


i>eath  cause— line  of  duty. 

Lydia  Young  (widow). 

Where  it  is  shown  that  a  soldier  was  soand  at  enlistment,  and  died  in  regimental  bos- 
pi  tal  of  disease,  the  exact  character  and  nature  of  which  disease  is  not  shown,  the 
testimony  relative  thereto  heing  conflicting,  it  will  be  presumed,  in  the  absence  of 
evidence  to  the  contrary,  that  he  died  of  disease  contracted  in  the  service  and  line 
of  duty. 

Assistant    Secretary    John    M,    Reynolds    to    the    Commissioner    of  PensioM, 

March  9,  1896, 

December  30, 1895,  claimant  appealed  from  the  action  of  your  Bureau 
of  December  9,  1895,  rejecting  her  claim  (No.  511,636)  for  pension  as 
the  widow  of  Isom  Branch,  late  of  Company  K,  First  Arkansas  Col- 
ored Infantry,  on  the  ground  that  the  best  obtainable  evidence  failed 
to  show  that  the  cause  of  said  soldier's  death  originated  in  the  line  of 
duty  in  the  service. 

The  records  of  the  War  Department  show  that  soldier  was  enrolled 
April  10,  1863,  and  died  of  disease  in  hospital  at  Groodrich  Landing, 
La.,  June  22,  1863,  and  that  from  enrollment  until  death  he  held  the 
rank  of  sergeant. 

The  evidence  shows  that  he  was  sound  at  and  prior  to  enlistmeut. 
But  one  witness  testified  as  to  the  disease  of  which  soldier  suffered  or 
died,  and  he  says,  on  special  examination,  that  he  had  chronio  diar- 
rhea and  died  in  the  regimental  hospital ;  that  he  was  present  when  he 
died.  Another  states  that  he  died  suddenly,  but  had  been  sick  some 
time;  that  he  contracted  his  sickness  in  the  army  and  line  of  duty,  but 
he  is  unable  to  recall  the  disease  of  which  he  died,  or  the  symptoms 
thereof. 

One  witness  testified  that  he  died  suddenly,  and  had  not  been  sick 
longer  than  a  week,  and  had  been  confined  to  his  bed  but  a  day  or  so; 
that  he  never  received  any  injury  or  wound  of  any  kind,  but  just  died 
of  disease;  that  he  did  not  know  the  nature  of  the  disease  from  which 
he  suffered,  but  he  complained  of  a  '' misery  in  the  head;"  that  be  was 
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out  of  his  head"  soon  after  being  taken  ill  and  remained  so  until  he 
led;  that  he  had  been  exposed  to  the  sun  and  was  unable  to  stand  it; 
at  he  does  not  remember  that  he  was  sunstruck  or  overcome  with  the 
eat  before  he  was  taken  sick;  that  he  always  thought  that  "maybe" 

*'yaller  fellow,"  who  had  threatened  to  "fix"  soldier,  had  poisoned 
lini. 

I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  foregoing  evidence  does  not  justify  the 
ODclusion  that  claimant's  disease  was  not  of  service  origin,  but  that 
he  record  of  the  War  Department  fairly  raises  the  presumption,  which 
oust  prevail  until  overcome  by  satisfactory  evidence,  that  his  disease 
ras  incurred  in  line  of  duty. 

The  presumption  of  law  is  that  every  person  engaged  in  the  public 
nervice  performs  his  duty,  until  the  contrary  is  shown.  A  soldier  is  in 
ine  of  duty  whenever  he  is  acting  in  conformity  to  the  regulations  of 
;he  army  and  the  orders  of  his  superior  oflBcers;  and  it  can  not  be  pre- 
sumed, in  the  absence  of  proof,  that  he  was  acting  in  violation  of  such 
-egulations  and  orders,  and  it  was  so  held  by  Secretaries  Smith  and 
Delano.     (Pen.  Dig.,  1885,  p.  265.) 

It  was  held  by  Attorney  General  Gushing  (ibid.,  pp.  264-65,  citing 
'  Op.  Att.  Gen.,  149)  that  it  is  according  to  public  policy  to  presume  in 
avor  of  the  service,  where  the  line  of  duty  enters  potentially  into  the 
aiise  of  disability  or  death,  although  it  can  not  be  certainly  provable 
hat  it  was  the  exclusive  or  predominating  cause. 

I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  action  appealed  from  was  not  justified 
y  the  evidence,  and  the  same  is  accordingly  reversed. 


service— additional  paymasters. 
Marcia  M.  Rhodes  (widow). 

le  widow  of  an  additional  paymaster  is  pensionable  under  section  :t,  act  of  June  27^ 
1890. 

mstant    Secretary   John    M.    Reynolds    to    the  Commmioner    of  Pensions, 

March  9,  1896, 

The  claimant's  husband,  Dudley  W.  Rhodes,  was  appointed  major 
id  additional  paymaster  of  volunteers  on  April  28,  1863,  and  was 
morably  mustered  out  of  service  on  November  15,  1865.  He  ren- 
Ted  no  other  service  during  the  war  of  the  rebellion,  or  since.  He 
A6  on  duty  during  said  service  at  Louisville,  Ky.,  from  May  22,  1863, 
itil  his  muster  out,  except  a  brief  temporary  service  in  Indianapolis 
June,  1865.  He  died  April  1,  1894,  without  having  made  any  appli- 
tion  for  pension.    His  widow  filed  a  claim  under  tYie>  «^  oi  5\w\fcTl  ^ 
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1890,  on  May  3,  1894,  which  was  rejected  by  your  Bureau  in  April, 
1895,  on  the  ground  that  she  has  no  pensionable  status  under  the  act 
of  June  27,  1890,  her  husband  "not  having  enlisted  in  the  miHtaiy 
service  of  the  United  States."  An  appeal  was  taken  November  19, 
1895. 

The  only  question  to  be  considered  in  the  case  is  whether  Major 
Khodes  was  "an  officer  *  *  *  in  the  army  of  the  United  States," 
within  the  meaning  of  section  3  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890.  If  he  was, 
the  rejection  of  his  widow's  claim  for  pension  is  clearly  untenable. 

Additional  paymasters  are  simply  paymasters  in  addition  to  the  reg- 
ular corps,  whose  appointment  may  be  rendered  necessary  by  the  tem- 
porary increase  of  the  military  forces  resulting  from  calling  into  service 
militia  or  volunteers.     (Sec.  1184,  Rev.  Stat.) 

They  are  appointed  in  the  same  manner,  have  the  same  rank,  and, 
while  they  continue  in  the  service,  are  upon  the  same  footing,  in  ever)' 
respect,  as  paymasters  in  the  regular  army.     (Act  July  5,  1838.) 

By  the  act  of  March  3,  1847,  paymasters  were  given  a  rank  in  the 
army  corresponding  with  the  I'ank  to  which  their  pay  and  allowances 
were  assimilated,  i.  e.,  the  rank  of  major.  The  course  of  legislation, 
from  the  earliest  period  of  our  history,  will  show  that  payinasters  have 
always  been  considered  officers  in  the  army.  The  act  of  May  30, 1796 
(1  Stat.  L.,  483),  entitled  ^*  An  act  to  ascertain  and  fix  the  military 
establishment  of  the  United  States,"  provides,  in  section  3,  inter  alia : 

That  there  shall  be  ^  "^  ^  one  quartermaster-general;  one  inspector,  who  shall 
do  the  duty  of  adjutant-general ;  and  one  paymaster-general ;  and  that  the  adjntaols, 
(quartermasters,  and  paymasters  of  regiments  shall  be  appointed  from  the  subalterns  of 
their  respective  regiments. 

The  act  of  July  16,  1798  (1  Stat.  L.,  604),  entitled  *^  An  act  to  aug- 
ment the  army  of  the  United  States,  and  for  other  purposes,"  in  section 
2,  provides  that — 

The  President  of  the  United  States  be,  and  he  hereby  is  authorized  to  raise,  in  addi- 
tion to  the  present  military  establishment,  twelve  regiments  of  infantry,  and  six  troops 
of  light  dragoons;  *  *  *  and  the  said  six  troops,  together  with  the  two  troops  of 
dragoons  now  in  service,  shall  be  fonned  into  a  regiment,  and  there  shal]  be  appointed 
thereto  one  lieutenant-colonel  commandant,  two  majors,  one  adjutant,  one  paymaster, 

*  *  *  whose  pay  and  emoluments  *  *  *  shall  be  the  same  as  are,  by  law, 
allowed  to  officers  of  the  same  grades  in  the  infantry. 

The  act  of  March  16,  1802  (2  Stat.  L.,  132),  in  section  3,  provides 
that  the  military  peace  establishment  of  the  United  States  shall  include: 

One  paymaster  of  the  army,  seven  })aymasters,  and  two  assistants  *  *  *  to  I)e 
taken  from  the  line  of  commissioned  officers. 

The  act  of  May  16,  1812  (2  Stat.  L.,  735),  entitled  "An  act  for 
making  further  provision  for  the  army  of  the  United  States,"  author- 
ized the  President  of  the  United  States  to  appoint  district  paymasters 
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and    regimental    paymasters,   whose    emoluments    shall    in    no  case 
exceed  the  pay  and  emoluments  of  a  major,  and  if  not  taken  from  the 
line  they  shall  receive  the  same  pay  and  emoluments  as  a  major  of 
infantry. 
Section  2,  of  said  act  contains  this  proviso: 

Prwided,  that  all  district  and  regimental  paymasters  shall  be  subject  to  the  rules  and 
articles  of  ^'ar.     *     *     * 

The  act  of  April  24, 1816  (3  Stat.  L.,  297),  entitled  "An  act  for  organ- 
izing the  general  staff,  and  making  further  provisions  for  the  army  of 
the  United  States,"  provides,  in  section  3,  that  regimental  and  battal- 
ion paymasters  may  be  taken  either  from  the  subalterns  of  the  army 
or  citizens,  and  appointed  by  the  President  of  the  United  States,  and 
that  they  shall  receive  the  pay  and  emoluments  of  a  major. 

In  Wetmore  v.  United  States  (10  Pet.,  647),  it  was  held: 

That  a  paymaster  in  the  army  of  the  United  States,  appointed  under  the  act  of 
Coogreas  passed  April  24,  1816,  is  entitled  to  the  pay  and  emoluments  of  a  major  of 
ioiiuitry. 

Attorney-General  Charles  Devens,  in  an  opinion  in'the  case  of  Major 
Snlffen  (16  Op.,  38-41),  distinctly  held  paymasters  to  be  ^officers  in 
the  United  States  army; "  and  section  1094  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
the  United  States  expressly,  includes  the  "pay  department"  in  the 
composition  of  the  army  of  the  United  States. 

Und'^r  an  act  passed  May  15,  1820,  their  tenure  of  office  was  limited 
to  four  years,  and  this  limitation  continued  until  the  passage  of  the  act 
of  March  2,  1849,  which  placed  them  upon  the  same  footing,  in  every 
respect,  with  officers  in  the  quartermaster's,  subsistence,  and  other  staff 
departments.  They  are  regarded  by  the  War  Department  as  commis- 
sioned officers  in  the  army,  and  as  "in  the  military  service."  (See 
report  of  Adjutant-General  in  Xjase  of  George  B.  Ely,  Certificate  No. 
10,136.)  They  must,  therefore,  be  held  to  be  included  among  those 
designated  as.  beneficiaries  of  the  pension  laws  in  the  first  subdivision 
of  section  4693  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  and  are  consequently  entitled 
to  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890.  (Shannon's  appeal,  7  P.  D., ' 
64.)    The  same  is,  of  course,  true  with  regard  to  additional  paymasters. 

This  appears  to  have  been  the  uniform  holding  of  your  Bureau  prior 
to  the  action  upon  the  claim  of  Mrs.  Rhodes.  On  November  8,  1869, 
the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  made  a  formal  ruling  that '^  additional 
paymasters  and  their  widows  are  entitled  to  pension"  (Pen.  Big.,  1885, 
p.  148),  and  I  do  not  find  that  the  soundness  of  that  view  has  ever  been 
called  in  question  until  the  present  time.  The  chief  of  the  Old  War 
and  Navy  Division  states,  in  a  slip  attached  to  the  brief,  that  a  large 
number  of  claims  similar  to  this  have  been  allov/ed,  and  that  he  is  pre- 
pared to  furnish  a  Use  of  more  than  fifty,  which  have  been  allowed 
since  1881. 
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The  reason  now  assigned  for  the  adoption  of  a  different  practice  is 
that  the  allowance  of  such  claims  is  in  conflict  with  an  opinion  given 
by  Attorney-G^eneral  Toucey,  on  November  1,  1848,  in  the  case  of 
David  Townsend  (5  Op.,  51),  which  was  subsequently  followed  by 
Attorney-CJeneral  Devens,  in  the  case  of  Hugh  8.  Campbell  (Certificate 
No.  139,026),  and  in  conflict  also  with  the  recent  ruling  of  the  Depart- 
ment in  the  case  of  Andrew  J.  Shannon  (7  P.  D.,  64). 

The  question  submitted  to  Attorney-General  Toucey  was  whether  a 
paymaster  in  the  army  could  draw  both  pension  as  an  invalid  and  the 
pay  of  his  rank  or  station  in  the  service,  under  the  provisions  of  the 
act  of  April  30,  1844  (now  section  4724,  Kevised  Statutes),  which  reads 
as  follows: 

No  person  in  the  Army,  Nftvy,  or  Marine  Corps  shall  draw  both  a  pension  as  an 
invalid  and  the  pay  of  his  rank  or  station  iu  the  senrioe,  unleas  the  disability  for  which 
the  pension  was  granted  be  such  as  to  occasion  his  employment  in  a  lower  grade,  or  in 
the  civil  branch  of  the  service. 

The  Attorney-General  held  that  the  "civil  brar /»h  of  the  service" 
spoken  of  in  this  act  was  not  the  "civil  service''  of  the  Government  in 
its  general  sense,  but  the  "civil  branch"  of  the  military  and  naval 
services,  which,  according  to  his  view,  comprised  those  officers  in  the 
Army,  Navy,  or  Marine  Corps,  the  duties  of  which  were,  in  their  char- 
acter, altogether  civil.     He  said: 

Such  is  the  office  of  paymaster,  whose  employment  is  to  pay  money  and  keep 
accounts — whose  duty  is  to  deal  with  pecuniary  matters,  and  whose  qualifications  are 
not  necessarily  military,  but  civil  only. 

In  the  case  of  Hugh  S.  Campbell  (who  was  not  a  paymaster,  but  a 
provost-marshal),  Attorney-General  Devens  held  that  long  acquies- 
cence in  the  construction  given  to  the  act  of  1844  by  Mr.  Toucey,  and 
its  reenactment  in  totidem  verbis  in  Revised  Statutes,  section  4724, 
precludes  the  adoption  of  a  different  construction  in  1881,  as  well  as 
the  necessity  for  discussing  it  even,  and  that  the  reasons  assigned  by 
Mr.  Toucey  for  considering  paymasters  to  be  in  the  civil  branch  of  the 

•service  logically  led  to  the  same  conclusion  with  regard  to  persons  con- 
nected with  the  medical,  subsistence,  and  quartermaster's  departments. 
But  I  am  unable  to  see  that  these  opinions  have  any  applicability  to 
the  case  at  present  under  consideration.  The  question  is  not  whether 
Major  Rhodes  would  have  been  entitled  to  draw  both  pay  and  pension 
at  the  same  time,  or  whether  he  was  in  the  civil  branch  of  the  military 
service  or  not,  but  whether  he  was  an  oflBcer  in  the  Army,  and  in  the 
military  service  within  the  meaning  of  the  first  subdivision  of  section 
4693  of  the  Revised  Statutes.  As  a  matter  of  fiu;t,  his  employment  as  a 
paymaster  was  not  occasioned  by  disability  previously  incurred  in  the 
service,  and  he  was  therefore  never  in  a  position  in  which  he  could 
have  received  both  pay  and  pension  under  section  4724  of  the  Revised 

Statutes. 
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The  ruling  of  the  Department  in  the  Shannon  ease  is  cited  in  sap- 
port  of  your  action.  Shannon  was  a  provost-marshal,  not  a  paymaster; 
hence  the  ruling  has  no  direct  application  in  this  case. 

The  act  of  March  3,  1863  (12  Stat.  L.,  731),  entitled  **An  act  for 
enrolling  and  calling  out  national  forces,  and  for  other  purposes,'' 
provides,  in  section  4,  that — 

For  greater  convenience  in  enrolling,  calling  out,  and  organizing  the  national  forces, 
aod  for  the  arrest  of  deserters  and  spies  of  the  enemy^  the  United  States  shall  he  divided 
into  districts.     *    ♦    * 

Section  5  (ibid.)  provides: 

That  for  each  of  snch  districts  there  shall  he  appointed  hy  the  President  a  provost- 
marshal,  »  *  »  ^ho  shall  he  nnder  the  direction  and  snhject  to  the  orders  of  a 
provost-marahal-general,  appointed  and  detailed  hy  the  President  of  the  United  States. 

Section  7  (ibid.)  provides: 

That  it  shall  he  the  dnty  of  the  provost-marshals  to  arrest  deserters,  *  *  *  to 
detect,  seize,  and  confine  spies  of  the  enemy,  *  ^  ^  to  ohey  all  lawful  orders  and 
regulations  of  the  provost-marshal-general,  and  snch  as  may  he  presorihed  hy  law  con- 
cemiDg  the  enrollment  and  calling  into  service  the  national  forces. 

Section  8  (ibid.)  makes  the  provost-marshal  of  the  district,  and  two 
other  persons  to  be  appointed  by  the  President  of  the  United  States, 
a  board  of  enrollment. 

Provost-marshals  were  appointed  under  the  conscription  act  of 
March  3,  1863,  as  agents  for  enforcing  the  draft,  arresting  persons 
avoiding  or  obstructing  the  same,  etc.,  under  the  orders  of  a  provost- 
marshal-general.     (1  Winthrop  Military  Law,  225,  note  4.) 

In  cases  of  special  consequence,  involving  unusual  details  of  adminis- 
tration, the  convening  authority,  if  he  deem  it  expedient,  may  detail  an 
officer  as  provost-marshal,  whose  duty  it  will  be  to  serve  subpoenas, 
attachments,  and  notices,  take  charge  of  prisoners  and  witnesses, 
enforce  order  in  the  court-room,  and  otherwise  execute  the  mandates 
of  the  court,  and  directions  of  the  judge-advocate.  *  *  *  During 
the  late  war  provost-marshals  were  frequently  appointed  or  detailed  as 
executive  officials,  *  *  *  but  they  were  rarely  employed  in  con- 
nection with  general  courts-martial.     (Id.,  224,  225.) 

It  is  plain  that  a  provost-marshal,  so  far  from  being  an  officer  of  the 
army  of  the  United  States,  is  a  mere  part  of  the  constabulary  force, 
and  subject  only  to  the  orders  of  the  provost-marshal-general,  and  Mr. 
Winthrop  says,  in  his  treatise  on  military  law,  p.  162,  note  1  to 
volume  1 : 

He  is  an  official,  not  at  present  known  as  sach,  to  onr  service  in  general. 

Provost-marshals  and  paymasters  stand  upon  a  very  different  foot- 
ing before  the  pension  laws.  The  former  were  not  regarded  by  the 
law-making  power  as  in  the  military  service  ot  t\i^  AJml^fiL  ^\aXfta» 


! 
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I 
I 

within  the  meaning  of  the  first  subdivision  of  section  4693  of  the  ^ 
Revised  Statutes;  otherwise  the  special  provision  made  for  them  in  J 
section  1  of  the  act  of  July  25,  1866  (par.  6,  sec.  4693,  Rev.  Stat.), 
would  have  been  unnecessary.  For  these  reasons  the  Department 
held,  in  Shannon^s  case,  that  provost-marshals  are  not  entitled  to 
pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890.  No  special  provision  wa£ 
made  in  the  pension  law  for  paymasters,  and  none  was  neceaeaLxy. 
They  were  officers  in  the  army  and  navy,  and,  as  such,  were  included 
in  the  first  subdivision  of  section  4693  of  the  Revised  Statutes.  There 
can  be  no  doubt  as  to  the  intention  to  pension  them,  because  the  law 
(sec.  4695,  Rev.  Stat.)  fixes  the  rate  of  pension  to  which  they  shall  be 
entitled  for  ''total  disability;"  and,  as  there  is  no  clause  in  the  law 
from  which  they  could  derive  title  to  such  pension,  except  the  first 
subdivision  of  said  section  4693,  it  follows  that  they  must  have  been 
included  among  the  beneficiaries  designated  therein. 

I  hold,  therefore,  that  the  ground  of  rejection  in  this  case  is  untenable, 
and  it  is  hereby  set  aside  and  the  claim  returned  for  readjudication. 


evidence— verification— attorneys. 

Lydia  a.  Miner  (midow). 

1.  Evidence  verified  before  an  officer  who  is  the  claimant's  attorney  can  not  be  consid- 

ered in  the  adjudication  of  a  claim  for  i)ension. 

2.  Evidence  thus  verified  should  be  returned  to  the  attorney  or  the  claimant,  as  tlie 

circumstances  may  warrant|  with  information  as  to  the  reason  why  it  can  not  be 
considered,  and  such  other  and  further  information  as  may  be  deemed  proper  and 
advisable. 
'A.  Willful  violation  of  the  rule  is  ground  for  disbarring  an  attorney. 

Asmtant    Secretary   John    M,    Reynolds  to   the    Commissioner    of  Pensions, 

March  10,  1896. 

In  your  communication  in  the  claim  of  Lydia  A.  Miner,  widow  of 
William  G.  Miner,  No.  610,468,  dated  January  23,  1896,  you  submit 
for  decision  the  question  as  to  the  necessity  of  a  claimant  filing  anew, 
evidence  contained  in  affidavits  verified  before  an  officer  who  is  the 
attorney  in  the  case. 

But  one  opinion  is  expressed  in  the  decisions  of  the  Department  on 
this  question,  and  that  is  decidedly  adverse  to  the  consideration  of  any 
evidence  contained  in  affidavits  authenticated  in  the  manner  you 
mention. 

As  early  as  1862,  in  a  communication  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pen- 
sions (see  Letter  Book  5,  p.  89,)  Secretary  Caleb  "B.  ^\m\\i\\^^\>aaX»  — 
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In  no  case  will  any  application  or  proof  connected  with  an  application  for  pension 
certified  before  any  person,  whether  he  be  jndge,  justice,  or  notary',  who  is  a  solicitor  for 
the  applicant,  receive  any  attention,  it  having  been  found  that  proof  thus  obtained  is 
often  fraudulent. 

On  July  5,  1876,  Secretary  Chandler,  in  the  claim  of  W.  A.  Sinclair 
(vol.  3,  p.  356,  old  series),  in  substance  held  that  under  the  rules  of  the 
Department  evidence  executed  before  a  justice  of  the  peace  who  is  the 
attorney  in  the  claim  can  not  be  considered. 

The  rule  laid  down  by  Secretary  Smith  and  affirmed  by  Secretary 
Chandler  was  reaffirmed  in  Meese's  appeal  (3  P.  D.,  220),  where  the 
question  propounded  by  you  was  also  directly  in  issue.  Assistant  Secre- 
tary Bussey  holding  that — 

The  rule  of  the  Bureau  of  Pensions  which  directs  that  evidence  verified  before  an 
officer  who  is  engaged  in  the  claim,  or  who  has  manifested  interest  therein,  shall  not  be 
accepted,  is  one  long  established,  and  based  upon  substantial  reasons,  and  should  be 
idhoed  to. 

The  expediency  of  departing  from  a  rule  that  has  been  in  force  for 
so  many  years,  one  that  effectually  closes  an  avenue  of  fraudulent 
evidence,  and  to  evidence  tinctured  with  fraud,  is  seriously  doubted. 

(The  rule  precludes  the  consideration  of  matter  authenticated  in  the 
manner  mentioned;  to  permit  its  consideration  from  any  cause  or 
under  any  circumstances,  would  be  a  sacrifice  of  the  very  objects  of 
the  rule,  and  a  confession  that  its  foundation  rests  on  mere  technicali- 
ties, not  on  objections  going  to  the  merits  of  the  claim. 

I  am,  therefore,  averse  to  any  proposition  looking  to  a  change  in 

the  rules  permitting  the  consideration  of  testimony  contained  in  an 

affidavit  executed  before  an  officer  or  other  person  who  is  the  attorney 

in  the  case.     On  the  contrary,  I  am  much  impressed  with  the  necessity 

of  enforcing  the  rule,  and,  after  mature  consideration  of  the  gravity  of 

'       a  violation  of  it,  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  a  penalty  should  be 

I       inflicted  on  an  attorney  in  case  he  violates  it  after  actual  notice  of  its 

existence. 

In  Meese's  case  (supra)  it  was  held — 

If  aAier  such  notification  an  attorney  persists  in  filing  evidence  verified  bel'ore  himself 
)       he  may  be  denied  both  recognition  as  attorney  and  fee  in  the  claim. 

The  penalty  should  not  be  limited  to  a  forfeiture  of  rights  in  the  case 
in  which  the  rule  is  not  observed.     A  repetition  of  the  violation  of  the 
I      rule  is  good  cause  for  disbarment,  and  an  attorney  who  disregards  the 
1       practice  to  the  extent  indicated  should  be  summarily  dealt  with. 

Proof  authenticated  before  an  officer  who  is  the  attorney  in  the 

>       claim  should  be  returned  to  him,  or  to  the  claimant,  as  the  circum- 

I       stances  may  warrant,  with  information  as  to  the  reason  why  it  can  not 

be  considered,  and   such   other  and   further  information   as  may  be 

deemed  proper  and  advisable. 
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ACT  JANUARY  »9,   1887-SKRVICE  IN  WAR  ^VITH  MKXICO. 

I 

Julia  B.  Hollywood  (widow). 

1.  Travel  from  place  of  enlistment  to,  and  garrison  duty  performed  at,  Fort  Gibsoo, 

Indian  Territory,  during  the  war  with  Mexico,  were  not  such  senice  in  said  war  as 
was  contemplated  by  the  act  of  January  29,  1887,  to  give  title  to  pension  under 
said  act. 

2.  When  it  is  shown  that  a  soldier,  on  account  of  whose  service  pension  under  the  act 

of  January  29,  1887,  is  claimed,  did  not  ser>'e  for  a  period  of  sixty  days  in  Mexico, 
en  route  thereto,  nor  on  the  coast  or  frontier  thereof,  the  fact  that  a  bounty  land 
warrant  had  been  issued  to  him  for  such  service,  does  not  establish  a  pensionable 
service  under  said  act. 

Assistant  Secretai'y  John  M.  Reynolds    to    the   Commissioner    of   Pensimi, 

March  18,  1896. 

The  rejection  of  this  claim  (No.  10,399,  Mex.  War),  by  your 
Bureau,  upon  the  ground  that  the  deceased  soldier,  David  Hollywood, 
Company  G,  Sixth  United  States  Infantry,  did  not  serve  in  Mexico,  or 
on  the  coast  or  frontier  thereof,  or  en  route  thereto,  for  sixty  days 
during  the  war  with  that  country,  as  required  by  the  provisions  of  the 
act  of  January  29,  1887,  to  give  pensionable  status  to  his  widow,  was 
affirmed  by  me  on  appeal  January  17,  1896. 

A  reconsideration  of  said  decision  is  asked  by  this  motion,  filed  Feb- 
ruary 6,  1896. 

The  contention  of  this  motion  rests  solely  upon  the  fact  that  the 
circumstance  of  the  grant  of  a  bounty  land  warrant  to  the  deceased 
soldier,  under  the  provisions  of  the  bounty  land  laws,  was  not  alluded 
to  in  my  decision,  affirming  the  rejection  of  this  claim ;  and  it  is  urged 
that  such  grant  is  sufficient  of  itself,  under  the  provisions  of  the  proviso 
of  section  3  of  the  act  of  January  29,  1887,  to  establish  a  pensionable 
service  by  the  soldier  during  the  Mexican  war,  which  would  entitle  this 
claimant  to  pension  as  his  widow,  under  the  terms  of  said  act. 

It  is  true  that  the  fact  that  a  bounty  land  warrant  had  been  granted 
to  the  soldier  for  his  military  service  was  not  touched  upon  in  my 
decision  on  the  appeal  of  this  claim,  for  the  reason  that  such  fact  was 
a  wholly  immaterial  circumstance  under  the  facts  in  this  case,  and  did 
not  affect  the  action  taken  in  any  way  whatever.  The  question  pre- 
sented by  this  motion  has  been  frequently  considered  and  passed  upon 
by  this  Department.  In  the  case  of  Robert  W.  P.  Muse  (2  P.  D.,  180), 
which  has  since  been  uniformly  followed  in  numerous  decisions,  it  was 
held  by  Assistant  Secretary  Hawkins  on  July  23,  1888,  as  follows : 

The  appellant  and  his  attorney  appear  to  be  under  the  mistaken  impression  that 
1)ecause  a  bounty  land  warrant  had  been  issued  to  him  for  said  service  a  prima  facie 
claim  for  pension  under  said  act  is  necessarily  established. 

The  proviso  to  the  third  section  of  said  a<t  states  that  "wUetmivj  V^t8oi\  baa  been 
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granted  a  land  warrant  under  any  act  of  Congress,  for  and  on  account  of  8er\doe  in  said 
war  with  Mexioo,  such  grant  shall  be  prima  facie  evidence  of  his  service  and  honorable 
dischaiige  ;  bat  such  evidence  shall  not  be  conclusive,  and  may  be  rebutted  by  evidence 
that  such  land  warrant  was  improperly  granted." 

It  is  thus  seen  that  the  only  effect  of  the  grant  of  such  a  bounty  land  warrant  to  the 
appellant  was  that  such  fact  shall  be  received  as  ^'  prima  facie  evidence  "  of  his  service, 
Decessary  under  the  law  to  entitle  him  thereto  and  his  honorable  discharge  therefrom. 
The  service  required  under  the  bounty  land  law  was  radically  different  from  that 
required  under  this  act,  the  former  only  requiring  fourteen  da}  s'  service  and  the  latter 
sixty;  nor  were  the  applicants  for  bounty  land  required  to  show  that  they  had  ser^'ed  in 
Mexico,  or  on  the  coast  or  frontier  thereof,  or  en  route  thereto.  It  follows,  therefore, 
that  the  grant  of  a  bounty  land  warrant  to  appellant  may  be  accepted,  in  this  case,  as 
prioia  facie  evidence  to  the  full  extent  provided  for  in  said  act,  and  still  not  affect  the 
grounds  of  rejection  hereinbefore  set  forth,  nor  be  sufficient  of  itself  to  establish  appel- 
lant's claim. 

So,  in  this  case,  the  grant  of  a  bounty  land  warrant  to  the  claimant's 
deceased  husband  was  given  the  full  force  and  effect  required  by  the 
third  section  of  said  act,  to  wit,  that  he   had  been   in  the  military 
service  of  the  United  States  during  the  period  of  the  Mexican  war,  and 
had  received  an  honorable  discharge  therefrom.     These  facts  were  not 
disputed,  but  they  are  not  alone  sufficient  to  establish  a  pensionable 
service  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  January  29,  1887,  which 
clearly  and  expressly  defines  and  limits  the  duration  of  the  service,  the 
circumstances  under  which,  and  the  locality  where  it  must  have  been 
rendered,  to  entitle  an  applicant  for  pension  thereunder  to  its  benefits. 
The  grant  of  a  bounty  land  warrant  to  claimant's  deceased  husband  is 
not  prima  facie  evidence  that  his  service  was  of  sixty  days'  duration, 
or  that  it  was  rendered  in  Mexico,  or  on  the  coasts  or  frontier  thereof, 
or  en  route  thereto  during  the  war  with  that  nation;   and  it  was 
because  the  proof  showed  that  his  military  service  was  entirely  lacking 
in  these  necessary  and  absolutely  essential  characteristics  of  a  pension- 
able service,  under  the  provisions  of  said  act,  that  her  claim  was 
rejected,  and  the  rejection  affirmed  by  me,  on  appeal,  in  the  decision 
referred  to. 

That  said  action  of  rejection,  and  the  decision  affirming  the  same, 
were  entirely  sound  and  correct,  is  unquestionably  shown  by  the  official 
record  of  the  deceased  soldier's  military  service,  from  which  it  appears 
that  after  his  enlistment  he  was  forwarded  as  a  recruit  to  Company  G, 
Sixth  United  States  Infantry,  which  formed  part  of  the  garrison  of 
Fort  Gibson,  Cherokee  Nation,  in  the  Indian  Territory,  and  that  after 
joining  his  company  he  remained  at  said  post,  performing  garrison 
duty,  until  his  discharge  from  the  service  for  disability.  In  the  case  of 
George  Ackenback  (7  P.  D.,  169),  I  had  occasion,  on  July  20,  1893,  to 
pass  upon  the  validity,  for  pensionable  purposes,  under  said  act,  of  a 
military  service  of  a  precisely  similar  character,  and  I  then  held : 

Travel  from  PhiJadelpbia,  Pa.,  under  orders  to  proceed  \o  Yott  OW^a^iTL^X.'lM^'D^^ 
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garrison  duty  perromied  there  daring  the  war,  was  not  saeh  service  as  is  contemplated 
by  said  act. 

For  the  foregoing  reasons  the  rejection  of  this  claim,  and  the  decisiou 
of  January  17, 1896,  affirming  the  same  on  appeal,  will  not  be  disturbed, 
and  this  motion  is  overruled. 


declabations-identifying  witnesses. 
Adolphus  a.  Graves. 

The  absence  of  identifying  witnesses  to  a  declaration  for  pension  does  not  invalidate 
such  declaration. 

Assistant  Secretary   John   M.   Reynolds    to    the    Commissioner    of  Pensions, 

March  18,  1896. 

I  have  considered  the  communication  of  Acting  Ck)mmissioner 
Murphy,  dated  February  12,  1896,  submitting  for  the  consideration  of 
the  Department  the  claim  of  Adolphus  A.  Graves  involving  the  ques- 
tion whether  or  not  the  absence  of  identifying  witnesses  to  a  declara- 
tion for  pension  invalidates  such  declaration. 

The  statute  indicates  before  whom  declarations  for  pension  may  oe 
executed  and  the  manner  in  which  the  official  character  of  an  officer 
before  whom  such  declarations  are  executed  may  be  proved.  (Sec. 
4714;  act  July  1,  1890;  joint  resolution  September  1,  1890,  and  act  of 
July  26,  1892.)  It  does  not,  however,  make  any  provision  as  to  what 
such  declarations  shall  contain,  that  its  execution  shall  be  witnessed  bv 
any  person  other  than  the  person  before  whom  it  is  executed,  nor  the 
manner  in  which  a  claimant  shall  be  identified. 

Since  June  27,  1832,  when  the  Secretary  of  War  prescribed  certain 
rules  to  be  observed  in  revolutionary  pension  claims,  under  act  of  June 
7,  1832,  certain  forms  of  declarations  have  been  adopted. 

The  forms  accompanying  said  instructions  included  a  form  for  a  cer- 
tificate of  identity  of  the  applicant.  Under  those  instructions,  how- 
ever, the  evidence  in  a  case  was  taken  before  a  court  of  record,  and  a 
copy  of  the  record  included  in  the  certificate  of  the  clerk  of  the  court 
before  whom  a  declaration  was  sworn  to,  or  who  certified  to  the  official 
character  of  a  justice  of  the  peace  before  whom  a  declaration  had  been 
sworn  to.  This  appeared  as  a  part  of  the  evidence  in  the  case,  and  was 
in  no  sense  a  part  of  the  declaration. 

July  17,  1838,  certain  rules  of  evidence  prescribed  by  the  President 
for  granting  widows  pensions  under  act  of  July  7,  1838,  was  promul- 
gated by  the  Pension  Office,  accompanying  which  was  a  form  of  a  dec- 
laration, but  no  requirement  as  to  identifying  witnesses  was  suggested 
iJherein.     Later  forms  embraced  a  certificate  of  idftivtity  Vti  tVv^  ^ovwv  ^\ 
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the  jurat.  Other  forms  embraced  a  power  of  attorney  and  the  attor- 
ney's acceptance  of  the  trust.  In  later  forms,  the  applicant  in  his  or 
her  declaration,  as  now,  alleged  his  or  her  identity,  with  other  facts 
necessary  to  entitle  him  or  her  to  a  pension,  closing  such  declarations 
as  follows: 

As  will  more  fully  appear  by  the  proofs  annexed. 

It  will  be  observed  that  it  was  the  practice  in  former  years  to  furnish 
all  the  evidence  in  the  case  at  the  time  of  filing  the  declaration. 

Some  of  the  proofs  were  made  before  courts  of  record,  as  before 
stated,  but  where  a  claimant  made  personal  application  to  the  War 
Department,  and  could  "  produce  satisfactory  proof  of  his  service  and 
identity  also  at  the  seat  of  Governnient,"  he  could  make  his  declara- 
tion before  a  justice  of  the  peace. 

The  first  regulation,  as  to  adhering  to  forms  approved,  was  promul- 
gated by  Commissioner  of  Pensions  Barrett  July  21,  1862,  wherein  he 
says : 

Declarations  are  required  to  be  made  before  a  court  of  record,  or  before  some  officer 
ofsach  court  duly  authorized  to  administer  oaths,  and  having  custody  of  its  seal. 
Testimony  may  be  taken  before  a  justice  of  the  peace,  or  other  officer  having  like 
aothority  to  administer  oaths,  but  in  no  case  \?ill  any  evidence  be  received  that  is  veri- 
fied before  an  officer  who  is  concerned  in  prosecuting  the  claim,  or  has  a  manifest  interest 
therein. 

The  subjoined  forms,  marked,  respectively,  A,  B,  C,  D,  £,  and  F,  will  guide  appli- 
cants for  pensions,  of  the  army  branch,  in*  the  several  classes.  The  forms  should  be 
exactly  followed  in  every  instance.  No  attorney  will  be  regarded  as  having  filed  the 
necessaiy  declaration  and  affidavits,  as  contemplated  by  the  seventh  section  of  the  act, 
imleflB  the  forms,  as  well  as  the  instructions  given  in  this  pamphlet,  are  strictly  complied 
with.     (Raff's  Pension  Manaal,  192.) 

Form  **  B,"  declaration  for  obtaining  a  widow's  army  pension  under 
act  of  July  14,  1862,  contains  a  form  of  affidavit  for  two  identifying 
witnesses,  who  are  also  witnesses  to  her  signature  to  the  declaration. 
I  The  regulations  in  force  since  1882  contain  the  following : 

j  The  identity  of  the  applicant  must  be  shown  by  the  testimony  of  two  credible  wit- 

nesses, who  must  appear  with  him  before  the  officer  before  whom  the  declaration  may  be 
taken.  (Pension  Digest  1882,  p.  8,  and  Pamphlet  Laws  and  Regulations,  July,  1894, 
p.  128.) 


This  requirement,  and  the  form  ("B")  before  referred  to,  are  incon- 
sistent with  the  instructions  of  July,  1862,  wherein  it  is  stated  that 
)       declarations  must  be  made  before  a  court  of  record  or  some  officer  of 
j       such  court,  while  "  testimony  "  in  the  case  might  be  taken  before  a 
justice  of  the  peace  or  other  officer  having  like  authority  to  administer 
oaths. 
Evidence  of  identity  is  but  a  part  of  the  evidence  required  to  estab- 
I        lish  a  claimant's  right  to  a  pension,  while  a  declaration  is  the  statement 
J        by  the  claimant  of  the  facta  upon  which  he  bases  \v\a  c^aXnv,    TfcL^\«?^^ 
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provided  (prior  to  July,  1890,)  that  the  declaration  should  be  made 
before  a  court  of  record,  or  before  some  ofl&cer  thereof  having  custody  I 
of  its  seal,  but  no  such  requirement  was  made  as  to  who  was  empow- 
ered to  take  the  testimony  of  the  witnesses.  To  hold  that,  prior  to 
July,  1890,  the  witnesses  to  claimant's  identity  must  execute  their 
affidavits  before  a  court  of  record  or  some  officer  thereof,  etc.,  would  be 
enlarging  the  statute  (sec.  4714),  which  I  do  not  understand  is  within 
the  power  of  the  Department  to  do. 

I  take  it  that  a  declaration  containing  all  the  necessary  allegations 
is  complete  when  the  same  has  been  verified  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  the  statute.     For  many  years  pension  claims  have  been 
established  by  ex  parte  affidavits.     But  in  the  adjudication  of  claims 
for  revolutionary  pensions,  as  we  have  seen,  the  proof  was  generally 
taken  before  a  court,  and  all  certified  to  the  Department,  together  with 
the  claimant's  formal  statement  (the  declaration;,  and  the  evidence  of 
identity,  being  a  part  of  the  proof,  was  contained  in  the  same  record  as 
the  declaration.     As  stated  in  my  decision  in  the  appeal  in  the  matter 
of  a  fee,  in  the  claim  of  Lord  Byron  Miller,  August  3,  1895,  there  is  no 
provision  of  law  requiring  two  identifying  witnesses  to  appear  and  be 
sworn  before  the  officer  before  whom  the  claimant  executes  his  declara- 
tion,  nor    do   I   believe  that  your   bureau   or  the  Department   has 
authority  to  require  this.     If  the  power  of  the  executive  extends  this 
far,  he  has  the  power  to  require  that  all  witnesses  shall  appear  at  the 
same  time  and  place  and  be  sworn  before  the  same  officer. 

I  am  therefore  of  the  opinion  that  a  declaration,  otherwise  good,  is 

not  invalid  by  reason  of  the  absence  of  identifying  witnesses  to  the 

same. 

The  most  satisfactory  mode  of  identifying  the  claimant  is  the  one 

followed  by  your  bureau,  though  not  required  by  law. 

I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  better  practice  would  be  to  examine  all 
declarations  when  filed  as  to  their  formality  and  sufficiency,  as  is  now 
your  practice ;  and  in  the  absence  of  the  usual  identifying  clause,  to 
notify  the  claimant  or  his  attorney,  or  both,  furnishing  them  the  usual 
forms  of  declaration  containing  such  clause  for  execution  and  return  to 
your  bureau ;  and  at  the  same  time  file  the  one  already  furnished,  and 
treat  it  as  the  original  formal  declaration,  for  the  purpose  of  fixing  the 
date  of  commencement  of  pension  when  allowed. 

As  you  pass  upon  the  sufficiency  of  the  evidence  of  identity,  claim- 
ants and  attorneys  will  readily  see  that  it  is  to  their  advantage  to 
comply  with  the  requirements  of  the  regulations  referred  to,  and  will 
generally  comply  with  your  request,  without  complaint,  when  they  find 
that  a  declaration,  complete  in  other  respects,  executed  without  the 
identification  clause,  through  ignorance  of  existing  regulations,  will 
save  them  the  arrears. 
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minors-limitatiov-sectiox  470«,  revised  statutes. 

Minors  of  Eli  Phipps. 

"Wbere  soldier  dies  leaving  a  widow  and  minor  children  under  the  age  of  16  years  sur- 
viving him  such  children  may,  under  section  4702,  Revised  Statutes,  after  attaining 
the  age  of  16  years,  and  where  the  death  of  their  mother  occurs  thereafter  without 
payment  to  her  of  any  part  of  the  pension,  apply  in  their  own  right  and  receive  the 
same  pension  as  the  father  would  have  been  entitled  to  had  he  been  totally  disabled, 
to  commence  from  the  date  of  his  death  and  to  continue  until  they  respectively 
arrived  at  the  age  of  16  years. 
Cases  of  Mary  J.  Hix  (5  P.  D.,  79),  and  Patrick  Fitzpatrick  (5  P.  D.,  24S\  holding  a 
contrary  \iew,  overruled. 

AssiMani    Secretary   John    3/.    Reynolds    to    the    Commissioner    of  Pensions, 

March  30,  1896, 

The  claimants  filed  a  declaration  (No.  539,757)  February  2,  1892,  as 
minor  children  of  the  soldier,  Eli  Phipps,  late  of  Company  H,  Seventh 
West  Virginia  Cavalry,  in  which  they  allege  that  he  died  at  Raleigh 
County,  W.  Va.,  April  29,  1865,  leaving  the  following  children  under 
16  years  of  age :  George  Calvin  Phipps,  born  January  25,  1851;  Daniel 
Phipps,  born  January  8,  1853;  Crocket  Phipps,  born  July  9,  1857; 
William  H.  Phipps,  born  April  5,  1860;  Sarah  C.  Phipps,  bom  Sep- 
tember 128,  1862,  and  Mary  M.  Phipps,  born  May  4,  1865. 

They  further  alleged  that  the  widow  of  the  soldier  and  mother  of 
said  children  died  March  10,  1884,  without  payment  to  her  of  any  part 
of  the  pension  provided  for  in  said  section  4702. 

The  claim  was  rejected  April  21, 1893,  on  the  ground  that  the  claim- 
ants were  over  16  years  of  age  at  the  date  of  the  widow's  death,  and 
in  a  slip  attached  to  the  brief  face  it  appears  that  the  rejection  is  based 
on  the  cases  of  Mary  J.  Hix  (5  P.  D.,  79),  and  Patrick  Fitzpatrick 
(5  P.-D.,  248). 

From  this  action  the  present  appeal  was  taken  and  the  appellant 
states: 

It  is  assumed  that  the  claim  was  rejected  under  the  dictum  contained  in  the  Patrick 
Fitzpatrick  case;  that  such  rejection  was  error,  as  the  claimants  were  under  16  years  of 
age  at  the  date  of  the  soldier's  death  and  entitled  to  pension  under  section  4702,  the 
widow  having  died  without  payment  to  her  of  any  part  of  the  pension. 

The  following  question  is  involved  in  this  appeal :  Are  the  children 
of  the  soldier  entitled  to  file  an  application  for  pension  after  arriving 
at  the  age  of  16  years  where  the  mother  has  died  or  remarried  after 
such  period  without  payment  to  her  of  any  part  of  the  pension  pro- 
vided for  in  section  4702  ? 

Said  section  provides  as  follows : 

If  any  person  embraced  within  the  provisions  of  sections  forty-six  hundred  and 
ninety-two  and  forty-aix  hundred  and  ninety-three  has  died  ftviice  ^fe  iww^  ^1  ^V 
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March,  eighteen  hundred  and  sixty-one,  or  hereafter  dies  by  reason  of  any  woond^ 
injury,  or  disease,  which,  nnder  the  conditions  and  limitations  of  sach  sections,  wonld 
have  entitled  him  to  an  invalid  pension  had  he  been  disabled,  his  widow,  or  if  there  be 
no  widow,  or  in  case  of  her  death,  without  payment  to  her  of  any  part  of  the  pension  I 
hereinbefore  mentioned,  his  child  or  children,  under  sixteen  years  of  age,  shall  be  enti- 
tled to  receive  the  same  pension  as  the  husband  or  father  would  have  been  entitled  to 
had  he  been  totally  disabled,  to  commence  from  the  death  of  the  husband  or  father,  to 
continue  to  the  widow  during  her  widowhood,  and  to  his  child  or  children  until  they 
severally  attain  the  age  of  sixteen  years,  and  no  longer;  and,  if  the  widow  remarry,  the 
child  or  children  shall  be  entitled  from  the  date  of  remarriage. 

March  3,  1885,  Secretary  Teller  issued  the  following  instructionB  to 
govern  the  adjudication  of  cases  arising  under  said  section  : 

1.  When  a  widow  and  child  under  sixteen  years  of  age  survive  the  soldier,  and  the 
widow  dies  after  the  child  has  reached  the  age  of  sixteen  without  having  remarried,  and 
^vithout  having  been  paid  any  part  of  the  pension,  the  child  is  entitled  to  pension  from 
the  date  of  the  soldier's  death  until  he  becomes  sixteen  years  of  age. 

2.  When  a  widow  remarries  and  then  dies,  without  having  received  a  pension,  leaving 
a  child  by  the  soldier  under  sixteen  years  of  age  at  the  date  of  her  death,  the  pension  to 
the  child  will  commence  from  the  soldier's  death. 

3.  Where  a  widow  and  a  child  under  sixteen  years  of  age  survive  the  soldier,  and 
the  widow  remarries  after  the  child  has  reached  that  age,  and  then  dies  without  having 
been  x>aid  any  part  of  the  pension,  the  child  is  entitled  from  the  soldier's  death  until  he 
arrives  at  the  age  of  sixteen  years.     (Digest  of  1885,  page  295.) 

These  instructions  governed  the  adjudication  of  cases  under  section 
4702,  Revised  Statutes,  until  the  decisions  in  the  cases  of  Mary  J.  Hix 
and  Patrick  Fitzpatrick  were  rendered,  and  have  never  been  revoked 
by  this  Department. 

The  statute  expressly  provides  that — 

In  case  of  the  widow's  death  without  payment  to  her  of  any  part  of  the  pension 
hereafter  mentioned,  his  child  or  children,  under  sixteen  years  of  age,  shall  be  entitled 
to  receive  the  same  pension  as  the  father  would  have  been  entitled  to  had  he  been 
totally  disabled,  and  to  commence  from  the  death  of  the  father  and  to  oontinne  to  the 
child  or  children  until  they  severally  attain  the  age  of  sixteen  years. 

In  the  recent  decision  of  the  Department  on  the  appeal  of  the  minors 
of  Thomas  W.  Baugher  (7  P.  D.,  433),  decided  April  17,  1895,  it  was 
stated — 

The  statute  declares  that  the  right  to  pension  shall  accrue  to  the  children  upon  the 
death  of  the  father  under  certain  conditions:  First,  if  there  be  no  widow;  second,  in 
case  of  her  subsequent  death  without  payment  to  her  of  any  part  of  the  pension ;  and 
third,  from  the  date  of  remarriage  of  the  widow.  The  right  of  the  minor  child  becomes 
absolute  upon  the  death  of  the  father  leaving  no  widow,  but  if  he  leaves  a  widow  this 
right  is  held  in  abeyance  to  await  the  contingencies  of  the  widow's  death  or  remarriage, 
and  upon  the  happening  of  either  their  title  accrues  and  the  date  of  commencement 
relates  to  the  period  fixed  by  the  statute. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  statute  that  can  be  construed  to  indicate  that 
this  contingent  right  to  the  same  pension  which  the  father  would  have 
been  entitled  to  receive  had  he  been  totally  disabled  must  be  asserted 
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daring  the  pensionable  period  of  the  minor,  and  if  this  be  so  the  right 
to  file  the  application  after  that  period  may  be  recognized  by  the 
I>epartnient  as  has  generally  been  done,  and  as  stated  in  the  case  of 
the  minors  of  Thomas  W.  Baugher,  supra,  where  the  authorities  are 
cited. 

A  question  similar  in  principle  arose  under  section  4718,  Revised 
Statutes,  which  provides  that  when  any  person  entitled  to  a  pension 
shall  die  while  his  application  is  pending — 

His  widow,  or  if  there  be  no  widow,  the  child  or  children  of  such  person  nnder  the 
age  of  sixteen  years,  shaU  be  entitled  to  receive  the  accrued  pension  to  the  date  of  the 
death  of  such  person  *  *  *  and  if  no  widow  or  child  snrvive,  no  payment  whatso- 
ever of  the  accrued  pension  shall  be  made  or  allowed    *    *    * 

Francis  Thierry  died  while  his  claim  for  pension  was  pending, 
leaving  a  daughter  under  16  years  of  age  and  a  widow.  After  the 
daughter  arrived  at  the  age  of  16  years  the  mother  died,  and  still 
later  the  pension  was  allowed,  and  certificate  therefor  was  issued. 

Under  date  of  August  12,  1881,  the  Attorney  General  rendered  an 
opinion,  which  contains  the  following : 

If  the  mother  had  died  before  the  father,  there  would  be  no  question  as  to  the  child's 

rights;  if  the  widow  liad  survived  until  the  time  came  for  payment,  there  would  be  no 

question  as  to  her  right.     The  peculiarity  of  the  case  is  that  there  was  a  widow  at  the 

time  of  the  death  of  the  claimant,  and  there  is  none  now  when  payment  is  to  be  made. 

In  determining  whether  this  fact  should  prevent  payment  of  the  pension  to  the  child  no 

aid  is  obtainable  from  the  original  statute,  and,  as  the  revision  is  not  explicit,  we  are 

left  to  the  reason  and  spirit  of  the  law  for  its  interpretation.     I  can  not  imagine  any 

reason  why  the  child  should  receive  the  accrued  pension  where  the  claimant  survived 

tbe  mother  that  would  not  apply  with  equal  foroe  to  a  case  where  the  death  of  the 

iDother  intervened  between  that  of  the  claimant  and  the  allowance  of  the  pension. 

The  prohibitory  clause  of  the  statute  is  limited  to  where  '*  no  widow  or  child  8ur\'ive," 

meaning,  of  course,  **  no  widow  or  child  under  sixteen  years  of  age."     Here  a  child  who 

DHis  under  sixteen  years  of  age  at  the  death  of  the  claimant  has  survived  until  the 

allowance  of  the  pension. 

The  purpose  of  the  statute  was  to  give  the  accrued  pension  to  the  widow  or  the  child ; 
and,  in  my  opinion,  at  the  death  of  the  father,  each  acquired  a  distinct  contingent 
interest;  the  widow's  being  contingent  on  her  survival  until  allowance  and  payment, 
the  child's  being  contingent  on  the  death  of  the  mother  prior  to,  and  its  own  survival 
until,  payment.     (Opinions  of  Attorneys  General,  vol.  XVII,  p.  192.) 

The  principle  here  announced  is  applicable  to  the  case  of  minor 
children  under  section  4702 ;  and  in  view  of  the  previous  holdings  of 
the  Department,  and  the  plain  terms  of  the  statute,  it  is  believed  that 
the  rule  of  practice  heretofore  announced  should  be  sustained. 

The  cases  of  Mary  J.  Hix  and  Patrick  Fitzpatrick  did  not  directly 
involve  the  question  now  under  consideration,  and  are  denied  as 
authority  upon  the  issue  here  presented. 

Your  rejection  is  therefore  overruled,  and  the  case  is  returned  to 
your  bureau  for  adjudication  on  its  merits. 

p.  J?. — VOL.  S 8 
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deseution-tvau  of  the  rebellion. 

George  Lessor. 

A  claimant  against  whom  there  stands  a  charge  of  desertion  under  an  enlistment  for 
service  in  the  war  of  the  rebellion,  which  charge  the  War  Department  decliDesto 
remove,  has  no  title  to  pension  nnder  any  existing  law  on  account  of  diaabilitj 
incurred  in  said  war  or  service  performed  therein. 

Assistant  Secretary  John  M.   Reynolds    to    the    Commissioner  of   Pensiwu^ 

March  SO,  1896. 

The  appellant  is  pensioned  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890  (Certifi- 
cate No.  721,819).  His  claim  for  pension  under  the  general  law  was 
rejected  January  21,  1892,  on  the  ground  that  its  allowance  would 
confer  no  greater  relief  than  that  now  given  under  the  act  of  June  27, 
1890.    Appeal  was  filed  December  13, 1892. 

The  records  of  the  War  Department  show  that  the  claimant  was 
enrolled  in  Ck)mpany  A,  Fourth  Maine  Volunteers,  and  deserted  July 
24,  1861;  that  he  enlisted  in  Company  H,  Seventh  Maine  Volunteers, 
September  9,  1861,  was  subsequently  transferred  to  Company  I,  said 
regiment,  and  again  deserted  June  1,  1863. 

The  second  charge  of  desertion,  June  1,  1863,  standing  against  the 
claimant  was  removed  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  act  of 
Congress  approved  March  2,  1889,  and  a  discharge  certificate  as  of  the 
date  he  left  the  service,  June  1,  1863,  issued  to  him. 

The  first  charge  of  desertion  still  remained  against  him.  As  the 
doctrine  that  a  person  in  the  status  of  a  deserter  under  any  enlistment 
during  the  late  civil  war  is  not  entitled  to  a  pension  under  any  law  is 
approved  by  this  Department,  the  question  of  title  to  pension  in  this 
case  turns  primarily  upon  the  charge  of  desertion,  for  it  negatives  the 
claimant's  status  as  a  soldier  and  his  pensionable  condition  as  an  inci* 
dent  thereto. 

In  the  cases  of  Dewitt  C.  Falkenberg  (3  P.  D.,  336),  Alfred  C.  Taft 
(5  P.  D.,  110),  Frank  Wempe  (5  P.  D.,  339),  and  like  cases,  it  wa«  held 
substantially,  and  in  the  case  of  John  Van  Fossen  (3  P.  D.,  347), 
expressly  (in  direct  opposition  to  the  holding  of  the  War  Department), 
that  "a  formal  discharge  from  the  service  terminated  the  status  of 
desertion."  In  the  case  of  Joseph  C.  Williams  (7  P.  D.,  218)  I  held 
that  said  decisions  were,  in  effect,  a  removal  of  a  charge  of  desertion, 
and  thereby  an  assumption  of  jurisdiction  by  this  Department.  I  fur^ 
ther  held — 

That  the  War  Department  has  exdnsive  jurisdiction  over  issues  as  to  desertions,  the 
correction  of  its  own  records,  and  legality  of  the  soldier's  service. 

And  that — 

Until  the  said  chaige  is  removed  by  the  War  I>e^rtQieii\>  ^^l«c^a\T!i'Ku\)VA&\i<c>'^la^ 
moDable  siatoB. 
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{  In  the  Williams  casa  the  claimant  deserted  from  his  first  service  and 
enlisted  in  another  and  different  organization.  The  War  Department 
refused  to  remove  the  charge  of  desertion  or  to  recognize  the  legality  of 
the  second  term  of  service. 

In  conformity  with  the  ruling  in  the  case  of  Williams,  on  January 
27, 1894,  this  case  was  returned  to  your  Bureau  with  instructions  that 
information  be  requested  from  the  War  Department  as  to  whether  the 
chaise  of  desertion  of  the  date  of  July  24,  1861 ,  has  been  removed,  and 
if  the  service  subsequent  to  said  desertion  can  be  recognized  as  a  legal 
service.  In  response  to  your  request  for  information,  the  War  Depart- 
ment, on  February  13,  1894,  answered  as  follows: 

h  is  held  by  this  office  (Record  and  Pension  Office,  War  Department)  in  the  case  of 
the  within-named  man,  Greoige  Lessor  (the  claimant),  *  *  *  that  as  his  service  in 
the  second  organization  was  not  faithful,  within  the  meaning  and  intent  of  the  act  of 
Congress  approved  March  2,  1889,  the  charge  of  desertion  against  him  of  July  24,  1861, 
am  not  be  removed.  This  soldier's  enlistment  in  Company  H,  Seventh  Maine  Infantry, 
September  9,  1861,  was  in  Aiolation  of  the  twenty-second  (now  the  fiftieth)  article  of 
war,  as  he  was  at  that  date  absent  in  desertion  from  Company  A,  Fourth  Maine 
I      Infantry. 

The  statement  that  the  second  enlistment  was  in  violation  of  the 
fiftieth  article  of  war  was  not  responsive  to  the  question  propounded, 
i.  e.,  the  legality  of  such  service.  This  question,  however,  is  answered 
in  the  case  of  John  Turner,  First  Iowa  Infantry,  a  copy  of  which  is 
found  in  the  correspondence  with  the  War  Department  relative  to  said 
case.  It  is  there  held  by  the  acting  Judge- Advocate-General  that  the 
validity  of  a  second  term  of  enlistment  while  the  first,  by  reason  of 
desertion,  is  yet  unfinished — 

Is  voidable  by  the  United  States,  bnt  not  void ;  or,  in  other  words,  that  it  is  valid 
until  avoided  by  the  United  States;  so  that  if  it  be  not  avoided  before  its  expiration  it 
beoomes  a  complete,  legal  term  of  service. 

The  records  in  that  case  show  that  John  Turner  enlisted  as  a  private 
in  Company  I,  First  Iowa  Infantry,  and  was  mustered  into  the  service 
May  14,  1861.  The  muster-out  roll,  dated  August  20,  1861,  reports 
him  absent,  sick,  since  July  3,  1861.  There  is  no  record  of  discharge 
or  of  final  payment  under  this  enlistment. 

On  December  11, 1861,  Turner  enlisted  in  Ck)mpany  C,  Second  Bat- 
talion, Twelfth  Infantry,  was  transferred  to  Company  B,  First  Veteran 
Reserve  Corps,  August,  1863,  and  mustered  out  November  14,  1865. 
With  reference  to  these  facts  you  propounded  to  the  War  Department 
the  following  questions: 

1.  Is  Turner  held  to  be  a  deserter  from  the  First  Iowa  Infantry? 

2.  Were  his  subsequent  enlistments  legal? 
The  acting  Judge-Advocate-General  answered  the  second  question 

as  Btated,  and  in  answer  to  the  first  question  said : 
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The  first  question  is  answered  in  the  indorsement  of  the  Record  and  Pension  Office 
hereon,  it  being  held  that  in  the  absence  of  any  reoord  of  discharge  and  final  payment 
(nnder  his  enlistment  in  the  First  Iowa  Infantry)  Turner  is  regarded  as  a  deserter  from 
that  organization. 

In  the  case  of  Turner,  as  in  the  case  now  under  consideration,  there 
was  a  second  term  of  enlistment  while  the  first  was  yet  unfinished  by 
reason  of  desertion. 

In  applying  the  rule  that  service  rendered  in  violation  of  the  twenty- 
second  article  of  war,  if  not  annulled  by  the  action  of  the  United 
States,  was  to  be  treated  as  a  valid  service,  the  acting  Judge- Advocate- 
General,  in  Tumer^s  case,  held  that — 

His  enlistment  in  the  Twelfth  Infantry  and  transfer  to  the  First  Veteran  Reserve 
€k)rps  was  legal;  and  it  may  be  added  that  his  service  nnder  this  enlistment  not  haviDg 
been  avoided  by  the  United  States,  he  was  entitled  at  the  end  of  it  to  an  honorable  dis- 
charge, but  that  this  discharge  had  relation  to  his  service  under  his  second  enlistment 
only,  and  did  not  discharge  him  from  the  obligations  of  his  first  enlistment,  but  left 
him  in  the  status  of  a  deserter  under  it. 

This  appellant's  service  in  the  Seventh  Maine  Infantry  could  have 
been  avoided  by  the  United  States  at  any  time  during  the  continuation 
thereof  upon  the  ground  that  he  was  a  deserter  from  the  Fourth  Maine 
Infantry.  It  follows  that  he  occupied  the  status  of  a  deserter  und^ 
that  enlistment  during  his  entire  subsequent  service,  and,  according  to 
the  rule  laid  down  in  the  Turner  case  by  the  War  Department,  he  was 
left  in  that  status  upon  his  discharge  from  the  Seventh  Maine  Infantry. 
I  fail  to  see  that  this  claimant's  condition  is  different  from  that  of  any 
other  person  who  terminated  his  military  service  with  a  charge  of 
desertion  resting  against  him. 

As  to  volunteer  soldiers  who  were  deserters  at  the  time  of  the  muster- 
out  of  the  organizations  to  which  they  belonged,  the  opinion  expressed 
by  the  Adjutant-General's  office  and  confirmed  by  the  Assistant  Secre- 
tary of  War  is  as  follows: 

Not  being  at  the  time  actually  under  military  control,  nothing  will  be  presumed  to 
have  been  done  to  them  or  for  them.  Unless  something  to  the  contrary  appears 
affirmatively,  they  will  be  held  to  have  been  left  at  large  in  the  status  of  deserters,  into 
which  they  had  voluntarily  placed  themselves,  and  not  discharged,  either  honorably  or 
dishonorably.  It  may  be  proper  to  say  that  the  status  of  such  persons  changed  on  the 
passing  away  of  the  organizations  to  which  they  belonged,  from  that  of  a  deserter  to 
that  of  a  civilian;  but  if  it  did  it  was  clearly  by  operation  of  law  only,  and  not  by  any 
act  of  the  military  establishment  of  the  Government,  either  actually  or  constructively 
done.  They  were  not  at  all  discharged  in  the  sense  that  any  act  was  done  (either  act- 
ually or  constructively)  to  terminate  their  terms  of  service  or  military  status.  (Report 
of  Adjutant-General's  Office  of  June  9,  1891,  and  also  of  November  9,  1891,  in  the  case 
of  Surprice  8hambeau.) 

The  status  of  the  claimant  is  that  of  a  deserter  under  his  first  enlist- 
ment, and  it  is  not  changed  by  his  subsequent  enlistment  and  service 
thereunder. 
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It  is  the  manifest  intention  of  Congress  to  grant  pensions  to  persons 
who  occapy  the  status  of  soldiers  and  deny  pensions  to  those  who 
oocapy  the  status  of  deserters.  This  underlying  principle  of  pension 
legislation  is  evident  from  a  review  of  the  acts  granting  pensions  to 
persons  who  performed  service  in  the  Army  or  Navy  of  the  United 
States.  (See  ruling  of  Commissioner  Black,  No.  110,  September  4, 
1885;  also  from  a  review  of  the  act  of  August  7,  1882;  July  6,  1884; 
May  17,  1886;  August  14,  1888,  and  March  2, 1889,  removing  charges 
of  desertion  in  certain  cases.) 

It  is  also  evident  that  Congress  never  intended  by  said  acts  a  general 
removal  of  the  charge  of  desertion  standing  against  soldiers  on  the 
records  of  the  War  Department,  nor  to  relieve  the  record  of  desertion 
of  its  legal  effects,  even  for  pensionable  purposes,  but  simply  indicated 
the  cases  where  the  charge  could  be  removed  and  the  records  changed 
or  corrected.     (Williams*  case,  supra.) 

It  has  also  been  the  uniform  holding  of  this  Department,  except  in 
liie  cases  overruled  by  the  Williams  case,  that  a  person  in  the  status  of 
a  deserter  under  any  enlistment  made  during  the  war  of  the  rebellion 
Id  the  military,  naval,  or  marine  service  of  the  United  States  does  not 
occupy  a  pensionable  status. 

The  concensus  of  all  recognized  authority  bearing  on  this  question  is 
that  as  title  to  an  invalid  pension  is  based  on  the  claimant's  honorable 
service  as  a  soldier,  a  charge  of  desertion  resting  against  him,  which 
can  not  be  legally  removed,  is  fatal  to  his  claim  for  pension. 

Whether  claims  for  pension  made  by  deserters  have  heretofore  been 
rejected  on  the  ground  (1)  that  claimants  are  constructively  in  the 
service  (cases  of  Elizabeth  A.  Gannon,  3  P.  D.,  67 ;  Isabella  Ward,  4  P.  D., 
350;  and  William  J.  McFalls,  5  P.  D.,  364),  (2)  that  a  discharge  from 
the  service  is  a  prerequisite  to  pension  (cases  of  Charles  H.  Eding  and 
George  W.  Freeman,  5  P.  D.,  234  and  361),  or  (3)  for  any  other  reason 
that  may  have  been  assigned  in  any  of  the  numerous  cases  in  which 
the  question  is  considered,  the  gravamen  of  the  ground  of  rejection  in 
each  case  is  desertion. 

So,  in  view  of  the  uniform  adverse  action  by  the  Department  in 
claims  for  pensions  by  deserters,  and  the  evident  intent  of  Congress  not 
to  pension  them,  pension  will  hereafter  be  denied  this  class  of  claimants 
in  cases  where  the  War  Department  declines  to  remove  the  charge  of 
desertion  against  them,  on  the  ground  that  they  are  deserters,  and  for 
that  cause  alone. 

It  has  always  been  the  holding  of  this  Department  that  the  effect  of 

a  removal  of  a  charge  of  desertion  in  conformity  with  law  is  to  restore 

the  person  against  whom  such  a  charge  formerly  rested  to  the  status  of 

a  soldier  from  that  of  a  deserter,  and  to  invest  Yvim.  mWi  «\V\3ci^t\^\& 

incident  to  a  status  of  honorable  service.     In  the  act  ot  l&a»Tc^v^^\%^^ 

(section  8),  it  ia  so  provided. 
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It  is  therefore  held  that  a  claimant  against  whom  there  stands  a 
charge  of  desertion  under  an  enlistment  for  service  in  the  war  of  the 
rebellion,  which  charge  the  War  Department  declines  to  remove,  has 
no  title  to  pension  under  any  existing  law  on  account  of  disability 
incurred  in  said  war,  or  service  performed  therein. 

As  stated,  in  this  case  a  charge  of  desertion  stands  against  the  claim- 
ant under  his  first  enlistment.  The  case  was  submitted  to  the  War 
Department  with  a  view  of  having  the  charge  removed  if  in  accord 
with  the  law  as  construed  by  that  Department. 

It  is  held  by  the  War  Department  that  the  charge  of  desertion  in 
this  case  can  not  be  removed.  In  effect,  this  is  holding  that  the  appel- 
lant occupies  the  status  of  a  deserter  under  his  first  enlistment. 

According  to  the  rule  that  I  have  laid  down  in  this  case,  the  appel- 
lant is  not  entitled  to  a  pension  under  any  existing  law,  for  the  reason 
that  he  is  a  deserter  under  an  enlistment  for  service  in  the  war  of  the 
rebellion.  He  will  not  be  entitled  to  a  pension  under  any  existing  law 
until  Congress  passes  an  act  by  which  he  is  restored  to  the  status  of 
honorable  service — that  of  a  soldier  under  all  enlistments  by  him  into 
the  Army  and  Navy  of  the  United  States  for  service  in  said  war. 

The  action  of  your  Bureau  in  rejecting  the  claim  for  pension  under 
the  general  law  is  affirmed  on  the  ground  herein  indicated.  You  will 
please  proceed  to  strike  the  claimant's  name  from  the  pension  roll. 


bisection— act  jitnie  8t,  1890,  and  sbcnok  4t15,  revtsbd 

statutes. 

Clement  B.  Guchbss. 

1.  Section  4715,  Revised  Statutes,  relating  to  the  matter  of  ^^  election,"  is  not  properly 

applicable  to  the  administration  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  the  provisos  to  section 
2  of  the  latter  act  having  clearly  designated  under  -what  circumstances  claimants  or 
applicants  under  other  laws  shall  receive  its  benefits. 

2.  The  claimant,  being  a  pensioner  under  prior  la>vs  at  less  than  $6  per  month,  and 

having  shown  himself  entitled  to  the  benefits  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  a  certifi- 
cate under  the  latter  act  must  issue  to  him,  no  election  on  his  part  being  necessary; 
and  his  acceptance  of  pension  under  said  act  does  not  preclude  him  from  thereafter 
prosecuting  a  claim  for  and  receiving  pension  under  any  other  act,  the  only  restric- 
tion being  that  he  shall  not  receive  more  than  one  pension  for  the  same  period. 

3.  This  decision  is  not  intended  to  affect  adjudications  heretofore  made  by  the  Bureau 

of  Pensions  and  accepted  by  the  claimants. 

Assistant   Secretary   John    M,    Reynolds    to    the   Commissioner    of  Pensions^ 

March  27,  1896, 

This  appellant,  late  of  Company  F,  First  Michigan  Engineers  and 
Mechanics^  is  a  pensioner  under  the  proviBiana  ol  t\i^  ^^ii^toWk^  ^5^"^- 
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tificate  No.  859,531),  for  chronic  diarrhea,  and  disease  of  rectum,  and 
has  been  rated  therefor  at  $2  from  date  of  discharge  (September  23, 
1865)  to  Joly  5,  1882,  at  $4  from  the  latter  date  until  March  21,  1894, 
and  $12  per  month  thereafter. 

He  filed  a  declaration  for  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  on 
September  9,  1893,  in  which  he  alleged  as  causes  of  disability,  chronic 
diarrhea,  piles,  fistula  in  ano,  rheumatism,  and  disease  of  rectum, 
heart,  and  liver. 

The  claim  under  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  was  rejected  July  23, 1895, 
on  the  ground  stated  on  the  face  brief,  as  follows: 

Approved  for  chronic  diarrhea,  disease  of  rectum  (piles  and  flstala),  $6.  No  other 
ntable  disability  shown. 

Appeal  therefrom  was  filed,  September  5,  1895,  contending  that  $12 
ahoold  have  been  allowed  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  from  Septem- 
ber 9, 1893,  to  March  21,  1894,  and  that  he  should  then  be  allowed  to 
elect  which  pension  he  would  receive. 

The  language  of  rejection  not  being  clear,  the  medical  referee  was 
personally  requested  to  forward  an  explanation  thereof,  which  he  did, 
as  follows: 

The  words  ''no  benefit''  on  the  face  brief  of  claim  nnder  the  act  of  Jane  27,  1890, 
make  the  action  misleading.  The  rate  of  $6  beginii  September  9,  1893,  prior  to  the 
increased  rate  nnder  the  general  law.  To  the  words  ' '  no  benefit ' '  there  shonld  have  been 
added  ''after  March  21,  1894,"  date  when  increaae  was  allowed  nnder  the  general  law. 

In  regard  to  the  rate  allowed  nnder  the  act  of  Jnne  27,  1890,  if  the  case  is  resnbmit- 
ted  $8  will  be  allowed,  admitting  rhenmatism  and  disease  of  heart  among  the  pensioned 
disabilities.     No  higher  rate  nnder  the  act  of  Jnne  27,  1890,  is  warranted. 

Thereupon  the  action  of  the  Pension  Bureau  was  reversed,  and  the 
papers  were  returned  for  further  action  consistent  with  the  opinion  of 
the  medical  referee,  with  direction  to  require  the  soldier  to  elect  (after 
snch  action)  under  which  act  he  will  receive  his  pension. 

Acting  under  this  instruction,  the  claim  filed  by  appellant  on  Sep- 
tember 9,  1893,  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  was  favorably  adjudi- 
cated on  October  17,  1895,  and  admitted  by  your  Bureau  at  the  rate  of  - 
$8  per  month;  and  on  the  24th  of  October,  1895,  he  was  notified  to 
to  elect  which  pension  he  would  take. 

To  this  notice  appellant  replied,  October  30,  1895,  that  he  desired 
the  additional  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  to  be  paid  to 
him  covering  the  time  from  September  9,  1893,  to  March  21,  1894, 
during  which  time  he  was  only  receiving  $4  per  month  under  the  gen- 
eral law,  and  that  his  pension  be  continued  from  that  date,  at  $12  per 
month,  under  the  general  law. 

On  December  3,  1895,  you  informed  the  appellant,  in  reply,  that 
he  must  state  unconditionally  whether  he  would  receive  his  pension 
wader  the  act  of  June  27 y  1890,  or  remain  on  the  roWa  \m3L"et  Wife  ^fe^- 
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eral  law,  and  that  when  he  complied  with  said  requirement  his  claim 
would  be  farther  considered. 

On  January  6,  1896,  appellant  filed  a  farther  appeal,  complainuig  of 
said  action,  and  contending  that  a  certificate  shoald  be  issued  to  him 
in  his  claim  under  tiie  act  of  June  27,  1890,  in  accordance  with  big 
request. 

That  appeal  was  dismissed  upon  the  ground  that  as  the  appellant 
simply  seeks  to  avoid  the  responsibility  of  complying,  or  not  comply- 
ing, with  the  regulations  of  your  Bureau,  by  taking  an  appeal  to  this 
Department,  no  action  has  been  taken  from  which  an  appeal  will  lie, 
nor  will  such  appeal  be  entertained. 

Now  comes  the  claimant,  by  his  attorney,  C.  E.  Foote,  and  movee 
for  reconsideration,  alleging  the  contention  of  his  appeal  to  have  been 
that  the  call  for  unconditional  election  was  fully  covered  in  the  state- 
ment of  October  30, 1895,  in  which  he  distinctly  and  explicitly  stated 
that  he  desired  his  pension  allowed  as  per  your  former  decision  upon 
appeal  under  act  of  June  27, 1890,  from  the  date  when  the  same  was 
filed  at  the  Pension  Office  until  his  pension  was  increased  to  $12  per 
month  under  the  general  law,  and  that  he  be  continued  on  the  general 
law  roll. 

He  avers  that  there  are  no  conditions  in  the  claimant's  statement  as 
to  which  law  he  wished  to  continue  his  pension  under,  and  that  he 
simply  asked  to  have  his  claim  adjudicated  for  the  period  it  was 
pending,  during  which  time  he  was  only  receiving  $4  per  month,  and 
he  asks  that  the  decision  of  February  15,  1896,  be  amended  to  conform 
to  the  former  decision  in  which  it  was  ''held  that  appellant  was  entitled 
to  $6  per  month  during  that  period." 

This  contention  is  not  a  new  one.  It  has  heretofore  been  considered 
and  passed  upon  by  me.  In  the  appeal  of  Lyman  T.  Haines  (7  P.  D.,  42) 
it  was  held  that  a  pensioner  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  has  an 
undoubted  right  to  prosecute  a  claim  for  pension  under  the  general 
law,  but  he  can  not  receive  more  than  one  pension  for  the  same  period. 

This  was  a  case  where  the  claim  of  appellant  for  increase  under  the 
general  law  was  rejected  because  of  "no  benefit,"  it  appearing  that, 
being  a  pensioner  under  the  general  law  at  a  $6  rate,  he  was  subse- 
quently pensioned  at  $12  under  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  and  thereafter 
filed  his  claim  for  increase  under  the  general  law,  believing  that  his 
disabilities  of  service  origin  entitled  him  to  more  than  $12  per  month. 
The  rejection  of  the  general  law  increase  claim  was  reversed,  and  the 
Bureau  directed  to  proceed  with  its  adjudication. 

In  the  appeal  of  Robert  E.  Quivey  (7  P.  D.,  58)  it  was  held  that 
where  an  invalid  increase  claim  and  a  June  27,  1890  claim  are  both 
pending,  the  claimant  had  a  right  to  elect  to  be  pensioned  under  the 
law  which  would  give  him  the  greater  amount  ol  ^yi^oijl^ 
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In  the  appeal  of  Jesse  Carry  (7  P.  D.,  514),  appellant  was  pensioned 
as  dependent  father  at  the  rate  of  $8  per  month  from  October  5, 1883, 
and  at  $12  per  month  from  March  19,  1886,  having  at  the  same  time  a 
daim  pending  for  invalid  pension,  which  was  allowed  April  12, 1893,  at 
$2  per  month  from  February  21,  1863,  $4  from  September  13,  1882, 
and  $17  from  October  14,  1891,  deducting  all  payments  made  under  the 
dependent  pension  certificate.  Appellant  contended  that  he  should 
take  pension  under  the  invalid  certificate  to  October  5,  1883  (up  to 
which  time  he  was  drawing  jiension  on  the  invalid  certificate  alone, 
and  at  which  time  both  claims  in  his  behalf  were  established  and 
allowed),  <and  thereafter  under  the  dependent  certificate  until  October 
14, 1891,  when  he  should  again  be  pensioned  in  accordance  with  the 
invalid  certificate. 

It  was  held  that  he  was  entitled  to  pension  under  the  invalid  certifi- 
cate to  the  date  of  the  commencement  of  his  pension  as  dependent 
father,  October  5, 1883,  and  that  he  was  entitled  to  elect  under  which 
penfflon  certificate  he  would  take  pension  after  that  date;  and  that 
said  election  will  be  final,  and  thereafter  he  should  be  paid  pension 
under  the  certificate  so  selected  and  no  other.  Nor  has  he  the  right  to 
make  a  second  election  under  the  law. 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  decisions  in  the  cases  of  Haines  and 
Qoivey  deal  with  the  procedure  authorized  by  section  2  of  the  act  of 
June  27,  1890,  up  to  the  point  of  election,  and  with  the  affirmance  of 
the  doctrine  that  the  right  of  election  is  a  personal  privilege  of  the 
beneficiary,  which  can  not  be  exercised  by  another  to  his  prejudice. 

But  Curry's  case  deals  distinctly  with  the  doctrine  of  election  itself, 
as  set  forth  in  section  4715,  Revised  Statutes,  and  the  opinion  in  his 
case  is,  in  effect,  a  construction  of  that  section. 

The  section  provides  that  '^  nothing  in  this  title  shall  be  so  construed 
as  to  allow  more  than  one  pension  at  the  same  time  to  the  same  per- 
son, or  to  persons  entitled  jointly;  but  any  pensioner  who  shall  so 
elect  may  surrender  his  certificate  and  receive  in  lieu  thereof  any  other 
pension  to  which  he  would  have  been  entitled  had  not  the  surrendered 
certificate  been  issued.  But  all  payments  previously  made  for  any 
period  covered  by  the  new  certificate  shall  be  deducted  from  the 
amount  allowed  by  such  certificate."  This  section  of  the  Revised 
Statutes  originally  formed  section  20  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1873. 
(17  Stat.  L.,  566.) 

Here  we  get  a  positive  assertion  of  the  doctrine  of  election  as  applied 
to  the  pension  laws,  although  it  had  already  been  provided  in  section 
3,  act  of  July  14,  1862  (12  Stat.  L.,  567),  that  if  a  dependent  mother 
claimant  "shall  herself  be  in  receipt  of  a  pension  as  a  widow,  in 
virtue  of  the  provisions  of  the  second  section  of  this  a^t,  m  tlx«i.t  <»ae 
uo  pension  or  allowance  shall  be  granted  to  Yier  on  aj(^o\vxL\>  cA  ^i^t  ^^'tL  ^ 
nleas  she  gives  up  the  other  pension  or  allowance^  J^  I 
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If  interpreted  in  its  strict  l^gal  sense,  the  right  of  election  arises 
wherever  there  are  alternative  rights  or  obligations.  It  is  a  maxim  of 
law  that,  an  election  once  made  and  pleaded,  the  party  is  oondnded. 
(Co.  Litt.,  146;  11  Johns.,  241;  1  Bouvier  Law  Dicty.,  684:.) 

Where  an  express  and  positive  election  is  required,  there  is  no  claim,  either  at  law  or 
in  equity )  to  but  one  of  the  objects  between  which  election  is  to  be  made."  (1  Boayier 
Law  Dioty.,  584.) 

In  contracts  it  is  said  tiiat  whenever,  by  law  or  by  contract,  a  party 
had  laid  before  him  a  variety  of  steps,  the  taking  of  one  of  which 
excluded  another,  or  the  rest,  he  must  choose  between  them.  After  his 
choice  is  made  and,  by  words  or  by  acts,  expressed  in  a  manner  suited 
to  the  particular  case,  he  can  not  reverse  it.  (6  Am.  and  Eng.  Ency. 
of  Law,  247,  citing  Bish.  on  Contracts,  Sec.  808.) 

And,  I  think,  the  general  doctrine  is  that  an  election,  when  freely 
and  voluntarily  made  by  one  authorized  to  elect,  and  with  a  M 
knowledge  of  the  rights  involved,  is  final  and  binding  on  the  elector. 

The  only  question  then  is  what  effect,  if  any,  has  the  second  section 
of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  on  section  4715,  Revised  Statutes?  And 
here  we  find  the  real  issue  in  this  case. 

Indeed,  it  is  doubtful  to  my  mind  that  section  4715,  Revised  Statutes, 
has  any  place  in  the  administration  of  the  act  of  June  27, 1890.  It 
was  enacted  in  1873,  long  anterior  to  the  last-named  act.  It  distinctly 
directs  the  act  of  election,  in  proper  cases,  under  pension  laws  with 
which  it  stands  in  pari  materia. 

A  proper  illustration  of  its  uses  is  where  a  dependent  father  under 
the  general  law  seeks  invalid  pension  under  the  same  law;  or  where  a 
dependent  mother  under  the  general  law  seeks  pension  as  a  widow 
under  the  same  law.  And  the  act  of  July  14,  1862,  as  we  have  seen, 
furnishes  the  latter  illustration  itself.  But  the  proviso  to  section  2  of 
the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  needs  not  the  aid  of  section  4715,  Revised 
Statutes,  for  its  construction.  In  the  former  act  the  provisos  regulating 
•  the  shifting  of  rights  thereunder  utterly  ignore  the  question  of  election, 
and  distinctly  mark  out  the  course  of  procedure  by  which  the  claimant 
or  pensioner  may  draw  benefit  to  himself,  and  then  in  the  most  man- 
datory manner  directs  the  enforcement  of  its  own  terms,  at  the  same 
time  sedulously  guarding  such  beneficiary's  future  rights  under  other 
general  or  special  acts  by  declaring  that  ^'nothing  herein  shall  be  so 
construed  as  to  prevent"  such  rights. 

It  is  true  that  as  far  as  possible  the  language  of  every  enactment 
must  be  so  construed  as  to  be  consistent  with  every  other  which  it  does 
not  in  express  terms  modify  or  repeal,  and  therefore  the  law  will  not 
allow  the  revocation  or  alteration  of  a  statute  by  construction  when 
the  words  may  have  their  proper  operation  without  it,  but  requires  the 
courts  to  uphold  the  prior  law  if  the  two  ac\a  ma^  ^^\  «K]i>»«i&\» 
together.     (Endlicb  on  the  Interpretation  of  Stat\xt«i^,  ^e«i.  \%*1,^ 
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Bat  laws  are  presumed  to  be  passed  with  deliberation  and  with  full 
knowledge  of  all  existing  ones  on  the  subject,  and  it  is  always  pre- 
Bomed  that  the  legislature  possesses  such  knowledge.  And  therefore 
sabsequent  legislation  repeals  previous  inconsistent  legislation,  whether 
it  expressly  says  so  or  not.  In  the  nature  of  things  it  would  be  so,  for 
contradictions  can  not  stand  together.     (Idem.) 

It  is  not  here  contended  that  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  is  in  no  sense 
ia  pari  materia  with  other  pension  legislation.  Indeed  the  contrary 
doctrine  has  been  held  by  this  Department,  by  the  application  of  sec- 
tion 4718,  Eevised  Statutes,  to  the  operation  of  the  act  of  June  27, 
1890.  But  the  true  rule  would  seem  to  be  that  in  all  matters  of  repeal 
resulting  by  implication  from  an  affirmative  act,  except  where  the 
latent,  appearing  from  a  design  to  substitute  the  new  law  for  the  old 
in  toto,  is  clearly  to  the  contrary,  the  repeal  extends  only  so  far  as  the 
provisions  of  the  statutes  affecting  each  other  are  inconsistent,  the  old 
law  being,  in  all  other  respects,  left  in  full  force  and  effect.  (Idem, 
Sec.  205.) 

I  do  not  understand  that  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  was  intended,  as 
a  whole,  to  supersede  the  operation  of  the  general  pension  laws.  And 
I  do  understand  that,  in  so  far  as  it  is  possible  to  do  so,  it  is  to  be 
regarded  and  treated  as  a  part  of  the  general  pension  code,  and  construed 
harmoniously  with  all  other  pension  laws  with  which  it  stands  in  pari 
materia.  But  wherever  its  provisions  are  wholly  repugnant  to  former 
laws,  by  reason  of  their  inconsistency,  to  that  extent  only,  they  repeal 
the  provisions  of  previous  statutes  inconsistent  therewith,  and  that 
wholly  to  prevent  a  failure  and  stultification  of  the  legislative  will. 

The  second  section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  provides  **that  per- 
sons who  are  now  receiving  pensions  under  existing  laws,  or  whose 
claims  are  pending  in  the  Pension  Office,  may"  (here  the  statute  is 
permissive),  "by  application  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  in  such 
form  OS  he  may  prescribe,  showing  themselves  entitled  thereto"  (here 
the  statute  marks  out  the  procedure),  "receive  the  benefits  of  this  act." 

l^ow  in  the  case  of  an  invalid  pensioner,  such  as  this  appellant  is,  he 
may  receive  a  pension  varying  in  rate  from  $6  to  $12  per  month,  upon 
conditionB  wholly  different  from  those  under  which  he  must  seek  a 
general  law  pension,  and  which  convey  thereby  a  substantial  interest  to 
him.  Therefore  one  who  is  even  already  an  invalid  pensioner  under  the 
general  law  may  receive  the  benefit  of  this  act  simply  by  making 
application  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions,  in  such  form  as  he  may 
prescribe,  and  proving,  according  to  such  rules  and  regulations  as  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  may  provide,  ninety  days  service  in  the  late  war 
ot  the  rebellion,  honorable  discharge  therefrom,  that  at  time  of  appli- 
cation he  is  suffering  from  a  mental  or  physical  disability  of  a  perma- 
MBDt  character,  not  the  result  of  his  own  vicions  ^2i\A\E)  ^\i\dtL  YaR»r 
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pacitates  him  for  the  performance  of  manaal  labor  in  snch  a  degree  as 
to  render  him  unable  to  earn  a  support,  and  shall  be  placed  upon  th(>  } 
list  of  invalid  pensioners  of  the  United  States,  and  shall  be  entitled  to 
receive  a  pension  not  exceeding  $12  per  month  and  not  less  than  $6 
per  month,  proportioned  to  the  degree  of  inability  to  earn  a  support 
This  statute  is  mandatory  in  the  terms  wherein  it  confers  its  benefits. 

Now  the  proviso  declares  that  ''no  person  shall  receive  more  than  - 
one  pension  for  the  same  period."    And  yet  the  statute  says  that  the     J 
invalid  pensioner  described  therein  shall  receive  the  benefit  of  this  act.     " 

Therefore,  if  one  who  is  already  an  invalid  pensioner,  say  at  $2  or  $4 
per  month,  shall  apply  for  the  benefit  of  this  act,  and  his  condition  be 
such,  for  instance,  as  to  entitle  him  to  a  rating  of  $6  under  this  act, 
under  the  terms  of  the  statute  he  can  receive  no  more  than  one  pension 
for  the  same  period,  and  his  name  shall,  on  the  conditions  stated,  be 
placed  on  the  invalid  pension  roll  at  $6  per  month ;  and  as  he  thereby    ~ 
would  gain  an  increased  rating  of  $2,  that  is  the  benefit  conferred  on 
him  by  the  statute,  and  no  power  but  that  of  Congress  can  deprive  him 
of  it.     When  once  he  has  appropriately  signified  his  desire  for  such 
benefit  by  filing  such  an  application  as  is  directed  by  the  Commissioner 
of  Pensions,  and  has  completed  his  proof  according  to  the  rules  and 
regulations  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  he  has  done  all  that  the 
law  requires  him  to  do,  and  the  law  does  the  rest. 

Now,  if  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  stopped  here,  the  pensioner's  status 
would  be  irrevocably  fixed  by  the  operation  of  the  statute,  whereby  his 
title  and  benefit  are  shifted  from  one  law  to  the  other. 

But  the  fiW3t  of  June  27,  1890,  fhrther  provides  that — 

Nothing  herein  contained  shaU  be  so  oonstrned  as  to  prevent  any  pensioner  there- 
under from  prosecuting  his  claim  and  receiving  his  pension  under  any  other  general  or 
special  act ;  provided,  however,  that  no  person  shall  receive  more  than  one  pension  for 
the  same  period. 

This  is  remarkable  language. 

It  is  ahsordity  to  supi>06e  that  after  it  (a  statute)  is  rednoed  to  terms  it  means  noth- 
ing. It  ought  to  be  interpreted  in  such  a  manner  as  that  it  may  have  effect,  and  not  be 
found  to  be  vain  and  illusive.  (16th  of  Vattel's  Rules,  Potter's  Dwarris  on  Statutes 
and  Constitution,  £dn.  1873,  p.  126.) 

When  the  subject  relates  to  things  favorable,  we  ought  to  give  the 
terms  all  the  extent  they  are  capable  of  in  common  use.  (Rule  31, 
idem. ) 

That  part  of  the  cwjt  of  June  27,  1890,  so  plainly  construes  itself, 
when  all  its  parts  are  taken  together,  that  it  needs  no  construction,  or 
at  least  only  such  as  is  natural  and  favorable.  The  plain  intention  of 
this  statute  is  to  confer  a  benefit. 

If  a  pensioner  under  the  general  law  is  receiving  less  than  the  rating 
to  which  he  would  be  entitled  under  the  act  of  Jwn^  ^1 ,  \%^^,  \X!kfe>o«!L- 
e^t  con/erred  consists  in  giving  him  a  higher  Tatfe,\ip  Yft>^^\Vma^Qll 
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§12,  and  such  rate  und^r  the  June  act  of  1890  will  continue  (except 
tlie  disability  cease  or  the  law  he  repealed)  antil  he  dies,  or  until  by 
Ills  own  voluntary  movement  he  successfully  prosecutes  his  claim  for 
pension  under  any  other  general  or  special  act  and  demands  payment 
tliereon. 

In  the  case  at  bar,  the  appellant  was  pensioned  at  $2  from  Septem- 
ber 23,  1865,  and  $4  from  July  5,  1882,  to  March  21,  1894,  with  $12 
thereafter,  under  the  general  law.  In  the  mean  time  he  would  be 
entitled,  under  the  June,  1890,  claim,  to  $6  or  $8  per  month  from 
Sepember  9,  1893,  to  March  21,  1894. 

As  this  would  be  in  excess  of  the  general  law  rating,  it  would  confer 
a  benefit.     And  since  the  statute  is,  in  the  direction  of  conferring  ben- 
efit, mandatory,  it  follows  that  he  should  receive  that  benefit  without 
the  imposition  of  any  conditions  not  contained  within  the  act  which 
confers  his  right. 

I  am  of  the  opinion  that  you  are  bound  by  the  law,  and  can  not 
deny  to  appellant  the  benefit  of  intervening  rates  arising  under  the  act 
of  June  27,  1890,  if  he  have  title  thereunder;  after  which  payments 
should  be  continued  to  him  under  the  general  law  at  the  rate  of  $12 
from  March  21,  1894, 

The  former  action  is  hereby  set  aside,  and  you  are  requested  to  take 

the  necessary  steps  to  convey  the  benefit  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890, 

I     to  the  pensioner,  which  in  this  instance  would  apparently  be  brought 

9    about  by  issuing  a  supplemental  certificate  under  the  act  of  June  27, 

t     1890,  covering  the  period  from  September  9,  1893,  to  March  20,  1894, 

I     both  days  inclusive,  during  which  you  concede  his  right  to  a  rate  of 

t8  per  month  under  said  act,  and  terminating  on  March  20,  1894, 

deducting  all  payments  made  under  the  general  law  covering  the  same 

period  of  time. 

This  is  the  first  instance  in  which  the  Department  has  been  called 
apon  to  consider  and  decide  this  question,  and  it  is  not  intended  by 
this  decision  to  reopen  adjudications  heretofore  made  by  your  Bureau 
and  accepted  by  the  claimant,  but  simply  to  mark  out  a  rule  for  your 
future  guidance  in  such  cases  as  may  arise. 


OORBESPONDENCE    BETWEEN    ASSISTANT    SECRETARY    REYNOLDS    AND    THE 
COMMISSIONER    OP   PENSIONS   RELATIVE    TO   THE   FOREGOING   DECISION. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR, 

BUREAU  OF  PENSIONS, 

Washington,  D.  C,  May  6,  1896, 
Hon.  John  M.  Reynolds, 

Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 
SiB:  Referring  to  your  decision,  on  March  27, 1896,  in  the  caae  of  Clement  B.  Gnchees^ 
Certi£cate  859,531,  Betting  aside  the  /onuer  practice  of  this  Bvxtean.,  1  ^eaVt^i  \ft  \ftsC«Ji 
the  following  inquiries  hearing  upon  the  question  of  election  \)ety?eiwi  «k  -^tmslotx  x«A^x 
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the  general  law  and  a  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  UB90,  as  I  am  not  quite  dar 
from  said  decision  as  to  how  you  would  hold  upon  these  points. 

1.  Soldier  never  having  been  a  pensioner,  but  having  an  unestablished  claim  pending 
under  the  general  law  is  placed  on  the  pension*  roll  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  at 
f  12  per  month  from  July  4,  1690,  which  pension  he  is  now  receiving.  He  now  com- 
pletes his  claim  under  the  general  law,  and  it  is  ready  for  allowance  at  the  late  of  f6 
per  month  from  May  4, 1889,  the  date  of  filing  same,  and  $17  per  month  from  December 
20,  1895.  To  issue  this  certificate  under  the  general  law  in  accordance  with  our  present 
understanding  of  the  law  and  applying  section  4715,  to  wit,  providing  for  the  surrender 
of  the  certificate  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  and  a  deduction  of  all  the  payments 
heretofore  made  thereunder,  would  -result  in  withholding  any  pension  from  the  soldier 
under  the  new  certificate  until  about  seventeen  months  after  the  issuance  of  the  new 
certificate,  the  deductions  amounting  to  some  $280  more  than  the  amount  accrued  under 
said  new  certificate.  After  a  sufficient  amount  has  accrued  to  offset  the  deductions  under 
the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  the  soldier  will  then  receive  his  $17  per  month  under  the  general 
law  certificate.  Query :  Is  this  practice  correct  in  view  of  the  *  *  Guchess ' '  decision  herein- 
before named  ?  In  other  words,  shall  the  provisions  of  section  4715,  Revised  Statutes,  still 
be  applied  in  the  case  of  a  pensioner  under  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  who  has  a  claim  ready 
for  allowance  under  the  general  law,  Guchess  being  a  pensioner  under  the  general  lav, 
and  desiring  an  allowance  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890?  If  your  answer  be  in  the 
negative,  please  state  in  what  manner  the  pensioner  may  sarrender  his  certificate  at  $12 
per  month  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  and  receive  the  new  certificate  under  the 
general  law  at  $6  from  date  of  filing  to  May  4,  1889,  and  $17  thereafter  without  deduct- 
ing all  payments  heretofore  made  for  any  period  of  time  covered  by  the  other  certificate 
as  provided  by  section  4715. 

2.  A  pensioner  under  the  general  law  has  received  the  ^* benefit''  of  an  allowance 
under  the  act  of  June  27, 1890.  May  he  apply  for  restoration  and  increase,  and  if  sbowo 
to  be  entitled  to  a  higher  rate  be  restored  and  increased  to  the  higher  rate  under  the 
general  law,  surrendering  his  certificate  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890?  And  may  he 
then  again  apply  for  restoration  and  increase  under  the  act  of  Jane  27,  1890,  and  if 
shown  to  be  entitled  to  a  still  higher  rate,  snrrender  his  general  law  certificate  and  again 
be  placed  on  the  rolls  at  the  still  higher  rate  ? 

If  your  answer  to  this  question  is  in  the  affirmative,  then,  the  restoration  of  coarse, 
dating  from  the  time  of  dropping  the  name  from  the  particular  roll  on  which  it  had  been 
inscribed,  with  the  increased  rate  beginning  from  the  date  of  the  surgeon's  certificate  of 
examination,  if  section  4715  is  applied,  the  deductions  under  the  other  certiQcate  at  a 
larger  amount  from  date  of  dropping  up  to  the  time  of  increased  rate  will  resalt  in 
quite  a  lo<s  to  pensioner.     How  should  this  be  obviated  ? 

3.  A  pensioner  at  the  rate  of  $12  -per  month  under  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  is  dropped 
from  the  rolls  because  of  the  fact  that  as  now  construed  his  service  in  the  Confederate 
army  is  a  bar  to  such  pension,  or  for  the  reason  that  as  now  construed  his  desertion  from 
a  prior  service  is  a  bar  to  such  pension.  He  is  now  to  be  allowed  a  pension  under  the 
general  law  at  $8  per  month  beginning  in  1889,  thus  covering  the  whole  period  over 
which  he  drew  a  higher  rate  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890.  In  such  a  case  shoold 
section  4715  be  applied  and  all  payments  made  on  the  certificate  under  the  act  of  June 
27,  1890,  be  deducted  ? 

Very  respectfully, 

WM.  LOCHREN, 

Commmumer. 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR, 

Washington,  D.  C,  May  P,  1896, 
Hon.  William  Lochsen, 

Commiatumer  of  Pennons. 

Sib:  In  yoar  commnnication  of  the  6ih  instant  in  which  yon  refer  to  my  decision  of 
Much  27, 1896,  in  the  case  of  Clement  B.  Gachess.  Certificate  No.  859,531,  you  propound 
aereral  qaestions  to  which  you  ask  for  an  answer  from  me. 

In  yonr  first  qaestion  the  illnstration  used  is  that  of  a  man  pensioned  nnder  the  act 
«f  Jane  27,  1890,  at  $12  per  month  from  July  4,  1890,  who  has  a  claim  ready  for  allow- 
ance under  the  general  law  at  the  rate  of  f6  per  month  from  May  4,  1889,  the  date  of 
filing  the  same,  and  $17  per  month  from  Deoemher  20,  1895. 

You  say  that  to  issue  this  certificate  under  the  general  law  in  accordance  with  your 
present  understanding  of  the  law,  and  applying  section  4715,  Revised  Statutes,  pro- 
Tiding  for  the  surrender  of  the  certificate  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  and  a  deduc- 
tion of  all  the  payments  heretofore  made  thereunder,  would  result  in  withholding  any 
pension  from  the  soldier  under  the  new  certificate  until  ahout  seventeen  months  after  the 
itVQe  of  the  new  certificate,  the  deductions  amounting  to  some  $280  more  than  the 
amount  accrned  under  said  new  certificate.  You  say  that  after  a  sufficient  amount  has 
aooued  to  offset  the  deductions  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  the  soldier  will  then 
receive  his  $17  per  month  under  the  general  law  certificate.  You  ask  me  whether  this 
practice  is  correct  nnder  the  '^  Guchess'^  decision,  and  whether  the  provisions  of  section 
4715,  Revised  Statutes,  shall  still  he  applied  in  the  case  of  a  pensioner  under  the  act  of 
June  27,  1890,  who  has  a  claim  ready  for  allowance  under  the  general  law ;  and  in  case 
my  answer  be  in  the  negative  you  ask  me  to  state  'Mn  what  manner  the  pensioner  may 
sairender  his  certificate  at  $12  per  month  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  and  receive 
the  new  certificate  nnder  the  general  law  at  $6  from  date  of  filing  (May  4,  1889),  and 
$17  from  December  20,  1895,  without  deducting  all  payments  heretofore  made  for  any 
period  of  time  covered  by  the  other  certificate,  as  provided  in  section  4715,  Revised 
8tatnte&'' 

The  principle  herein  involved  was  fully  set  forth  in  my  decision  of  March  27,  1896, 
in  this  case.  It  seems  only  necessary  to  add  that  wherever  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  is 
employed,  it  must  be  to  the  soldier's  benefit.  And,  since  that  benefit,  as  I  have  already 
held,  ifl  liable  to  suffer  defeat  through  the  use  of  section  4715,  Revised  Statutes,  to  compel 
an  election  by  the  pensioner,  such  section,  being  plainly  repugnant  to  the  act  designed  to 
convey  benefit  to  the  pensioner  can  not  be  employed.  The  right  of  such  pensioner  under 
the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  to  receive  pension  under  the  general  law  is  founded,  not  in  an 
election  under  section  4715,  Revised  Statutes,  but  under  the  provisos  to  the  act  under 
which  he  is  already  pensioned,  which  themselves  contain  all  the  guard  necessary  against 
a  double  payment,  by  declaring  that  '^  no  person  shall  receive  more  than  one  pension  for 
the  same  period." 

Without  intending  thereby  to  prescribe  any  rule  to  bind  your  practice  I  may  say  it 
seems  to  me  that,  in  such  a  case,  by  allowing  $6  i>er  month  from  May  4,  1889,  to  Decem- 
ber 19,  1895,  inclusive,  and  $17  per  month  thereafter,  deducting  payments  under  the 
act  of  June  27,  1890,  at  the  rate  of  $6  per  month  from  July  4,  1890,  to  December  19, 
1895,  and  all  payments  under  said  act  after  the  latter  date,  instead  of  bringing  the  pen- 
sioner in  debt  to  the  Oovemment,  full  effect  will  be  given  to  the  benefit  which  the  act 
of  June  27,  1890,  was  intended  to  confer,  to  wit,  the  benefit  of  the  highest  rate  possible 
to  be  enjoyed.  By  this  means  there  is  no  conflict  between  the  laws,  and  due  regard  is 
bad  to  the  proviso  in  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  that  no  person  shall  receive  more  than 
one  pension  for  the  same  period.  For  from  May,  1889,  to  July,  1890,  the  claimant  will 
be  receiving  pension  under  the  general  law  alone,  from  the  latter  date  to  December  19, 
J895,  be  will  only  be  receiving  penaion  under  the  act  of  June  ^,  \ft^^  ^\>\2ti^lQ^Tdiub 
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allowed,  and  after  December  19,  1895,  he  will  be  receiving  pension  aolely  under  the 
general  law. 

At  no  time  will  he  be  receiving  more  than  one  pension  for  the  same  period,  and  he 
will  thus  draw  to  himself  the  pecuniary  benefit  of  intervening  rates  which  the  act  of 
June  27,  1890,  in  terms  begets. 

Your  second  and  third  questions  have  already,  it  seems  to  me,  been  answered  by  tiie 
doctrine  laid  down  in  my  decision  of  March  27,  1896,  which  is  that  the  purpose  of  &e 
act  of  June  27,  1890,  being  to  confer  a  specific  pecuniary  benefit,  as  shown  by  the  lan- 
guage of  the  act  itself,  and  by  the  debates  in  Congress,  and  the  declarations  therein  of 
those  who  had  the  bill  in  charge,  the  pensioner  is  at  liberty  to  shift  his  title  whenerer 
he  may  desire  to  do  so  so  long  as  any  possible  benefit  survives  to  him,  up  to  an  nnnsed 
rating  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  not  exceeding  $12  -pex  month,  and  it  is  imma- 
terial at  what  point  of  time  he  may  seek  this  benefit. 

And  since,  in  my  judgment,  section  4715,  Revised  Statutes,  can  not  be  invoked  to  the 
detriment  of  any  right  claimed  and  due  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  June  27, 1890, 
the  dropping  out  of  sight  of  the  said  section,  in  such  cases,  would  relieve  you  of  mnch 
embarrassment  in  your  efforts  to  apply  the  doctrine  laid  down  by  me  in  my  recent  decis- 
ion in  the  Gnchess  case. 

However,  I  do  not  intend  hereby  to  dictate  any  plan  to  be  employed  by  you  in  cany- 
ing  out  the  intent  of  my  decision  in  the  Guchess  case.  The  arrangement  of  the  details 
necessary  to  such  an  end,  of  course,  proi>erly  belongs  to  the  administration  of  your  office. 

I  beg  to  add  that  I  have  given  most  careful  consideration  to  your  communication  of 
the  7th  instant,  in  which  you  embody  your  own  view  of  the  proper  construction  of  the 
proviso  to  section  2  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890.  Entertaining,  as  I  do,  the  most  pro- 
found respect  for  your  legal  knowledge  and  judgment  I  am  yet  constrained,  much  as  I 
may  regret  to  do  so,  to  difiEer  from  your  conclusion. 

Very  respectfully, 

JNO.  M.  REYNOLDS, 

AaaistajU  Secretary, 


mistake-accrued  pension-correction  of  rats. 

James  S.  Lewis  (deceased). 

Where  in  the  abjudication  of  an  invalid  claim  the  Bureau  makes  a  mistake  in  the  nature 
of  a  clerical  error,  which  does  not  require  proof  to  establish  that  fact,  and  it  is 
brought  to  the  attention  of  the  Bureau,  the  Commissioner  should  correct  the  error 
as  well  after  as  l>efore  soldier's  death,  and  his  widow  will  be  paid  all  accrued  pen- 
sion due  him. 

Assistant   Secretary   John    M.    Reynolds   to    the    Commissioner   of   PensionSy 

April  4,  1896. 

The  soldier,  James  S.  Lewis,  was  pensioned  first  in  1889  at  $2  per 
month  from  dat«  of  discharge  on  account  of  malarial  poisoning  and 
disease  of  lungs.  He  was  granted  increase  to  $4  per  month  from  July 
2, 1890,  and  a  further  increase  to  $8  per  month  from  September  23, 1891, 
for  the  same  disabilities.  His  service  was  as  a  private  in  Company  B, 
Second  Ohio  Heavy  Artillery,  from  June  27, 1863,  to  May  9, 1865,  when 
he  was  promoted  to  second  lieutenant  in  Company  B.,1£»\^\J!dl\St«;^rA. 
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Colored  Heavy  Artillery,  and  served  from  May  10,  1865,  to  Feb- 
ruary 2,  1866.  He  contracted  malarial  poisoning  while  in  the  latter 
service^  bat  his  whole  pension  was  granted  as  of  the  rank  of  private  in 
the  former  service. 

The  soldier  died  May  23,  1893,  and  at  the  time  of  liis  death  there 
was  pending  a  claim  under  act  of  June  27,  1890,  filed  September  9, 
1890,  and  a  claim  for  increase  under  the  general  law  filed  April  25, 
1893.  The  former  was  finally  rejected  March  13,  1895,  on  the  ground 
that  he  was  not  entitled  under  said  act  of  June  27,  1890,  to  a  rating  in 
excess  of  what  had  been  allowed  under  the  general  law.  The  latter 
was  rejected  August  31,  1893,  "on  the  ground  of  soldier's  death  prior 
to  a  medical  examination  by  a  board  of  United  States  examining  surgeons, 
since  former  action." 

The  accrued  invalid  pension  was  Allowed  to  the  widow  of  soldier  (this 
claimant),  in  September,  1893,  and  in  November,  189.*),  she  was  pen- 
sioned in  her  own  right  as  widow  at  68  per  month  from  date  of  soldier's 
death.  Snbse([uently,  or  in  February,  1895,  her  certificate  was  reissued 
to  allow  her  pension  at  615  per  month  on  account  of  soldier's  rank  of 
second  lieutenant.  Powers  of  attorney  to  Simon  Lyon  were  given  by 
the  widow  in  1894  for  the  purpose  of  prosecuting  the  soldier's  pending 
daims  for  increase  and  under  act  of  June  27,  1890.  In  one  of  these 
papei^  she  refers  to  an  error  in  rating  the  soldier's  pension  and  states 
that  she  had  applied  to  have  such  error  corrected,  but  no  such  applica- 
tion is  found  among  the  papers. 

However,  the  Bureau  refused  to  correct  the  alleged  error  on  the 
ground  that  there  was  no  claim  therefor  made  by  the  soldier  during  his 
life,  and  the  widow  only  had  the  right  to  prosecute  such  claims  of  the 
soldier  as  were  left  pending  and  unadjudicated  at  his  death. 

From  this  refusal  to  consider  the  widow's  claim  for  rerating  of  the 
iuvalid  pension,  appeal  is  made  by  the  attorney,  Simon  Lyon,  who  calls 
attention  to  the  fact  that  one  of  soldier's  disabilities,  malarial  poisoning, 
had  been  contracted  while  he  held  the  rank  of  second  lieutenant,  and 
insists  that  inasmuch  as  the  former  attorneys  had  asked  the  Bureau  to 
correct  the  error  in  rating  in  reference  to  this  disability,  in  soldier's 
lifetime,  no  other  claim  was  necessary.  Or,  if  it  was,  the  claim  for 
increase  pending  at  soldier's  death  should  be  held  to  cover  the  point  of 
error  in  rating  the  original  pension. 

This  latter  contention  of  the  attorney  can  not  be  admitted,  because 
it  has  been  often  held  by  the  Department  that  a  mere  claim  for  increase 
can  not  be  construed  to  cover  a  claim  for  rerating  of  a  pension,  but  in 
Older  to  secure  such  rerating  a  separate  claim  specifically  setting  forth 
the  grounds  therefor  must  be  filed  by  the  pensioner  himself. 

Then  again,  in  my  decision  of  September  2,  1893,  in  the  case  of  the 
widow  of  Rowland  A,  Colby  (7  P.  D.,  24),  wherein  ttve  OT\^\Ti«\  ^mA\Wi 
r,  D, — VOL,  8 9 
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of  the  Department  in  the  case  of  Rowland  M.  Jones  was  reaffirmed, 
the  basis  of  the  widow's  right  to  succeed  to  any  title  held  by  her 
deceased  husband,  was  fuUv  and  clearly  set  forth.  It  is  there  held  that 
the  only  title  of  a  widow  to  accrued  pension  is  derived  from  section 
4718,  Revised  Statutes,  which  simply  'Ogives  her  such  accrned  pension 
as  may  be  due  upon  a  pension  actually  in  possession  of  the  husband  at 
the  date  of  his  death,  or  for  which  he  has  made  a  claim  which  is  left 
l)ending  and  undetermined  at  said  date  and  which  she  is  permitted  to 
complete  after  his  death,  but  manifestly  confers  no  right  upon  her  to 
assert  or  prosecute  a  claim  for  any  invalid  pension  after  his  death,  for 
which  he  had  not  made  claim  in  his  life  time." 

But  another  phase  of  the  subject  is  presented  in  the  case  under  con- 
sideration. Under  said  section  4718,  Revised  Statutes,  the  claimant 
was  undoubtedly  entitled  to  all  of  the  accrued  pension  of  her  husband 
at  his  death.  The  question  arises,  did  she  receive  it,  in  the  payment 
that  was  made  to  her?  Or,  if  she  did  not,  was  it  necessary  that  the 
soldier  should  have  made  a  formal  claim  for  any  balance  that  may  have 
been  due  him  by  reason  of  error  in  the  adjudication  of  his  original 
claim  ? 

The  answer  to  the  first  question  depends  on  that  to  the  second,  and 
in  arriving  at  a  conclusion  on  the  second  proposition  I  think  there  ij* 
but  one  thing  to  be  considered,  viz,  whether  the  soldier's  title  was  in 
any  way  in  doubt,  and  undetermined  when  the  pension  was  originally 
granted  him  ? 

That  is,  was  his  legal  right  to  be  pensioned  as  second  lieutenant 
for  one  of  his  disabilities  a  subject  for  additional  proof  and  judicial 
determination  '^  If  not,  then  his  failure  to  receive  the  full  amount  of 
pension  on  account  of  his  rank  was  in  the  nature  of  a  clerical  error, 
and  is  a  matter  for  correction  by  the  Commissioner  when  brought  to 
his  attention,  without  special  or  formal  application  from  the  pensioner. 
All  courts  will  take  cognizance  of  errors  in  their  own  records  without 
formal  proceedings  to  correct  the  same,  and  if  the  Bureau  merely  failed 
to  grant  the  pensioner  all  the  pension  that  the  record  and  evidence 
showed  him  entitled  to,  it  should  be  only  necessary  to  call  attention  to 
the  fact  to  have  the  mistake  corrected. 

An  examination  of  the  papers  shows  that  all  the  proofs  necessary  to 
show  soldier^s  rank  at  the  time  of  incurrence  of  his  disabilities  were  on 
file  when  the  pension  was  allowed,  and  no  further  evidence  has  been 
called  for  on  that  point.  It  further  appears  that  the  Bureau  recog- 
nized the  mistake  in  regard  to  soldier's  rank  in  the  allowance  of  the 
widow's  claim,  and  proceeded  on  its  own  motion  to  reissue  the  certifi- 
cate, to  give  her  the  full  pension  to  which  she  was  entitled.  So  it  seems 
that  the  error  in  the  allowance  of  the  soldier's  pension  should  be  cor- 
rected in  the  same  way.     This  being  true,  ivo  api^l\c?vt\o\i  by  tlve  soldier 
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was  necessary  further  than  to  call  attention  to  the  fact  of  the  error,  as 
was  done  by  the  attorney,  and  that  the  widow  did  not  receive  the  full 
amount  of  accrued  pension  due  the  soldier  at  his  death. 

For  the  reasons  pointed  out  this  case  is  outside  the  scope  of  the 
decision  in  the  Colby  case,  before  referred  to,  and  simply  involves  the 
question  whether  the  Bureau  shall  correct  its  own  mistake  in  adjudi 
eating  a  claim,  as  it  is  shown  by  the  record,  without  requiring  the  pen- 
sioner to  make  formal  application  therefor.  I  think  it  should,  and  that 
the  widow  should  be  paid  all  the  pension  which  would  have  been  due 
soldier  if  such  error  had  not  been  made  by  the  Bureau.  The  case  is, 
therefore,  returned  for  the  correction  of  the  error  as  indicated. 


death  cause— morph ink  habit. 

Jessib:  M.  Whallan  (widow.) 

Death  lesaUing  from  the  morphine  habit,  though  contracted  by  using  the  drag  to  relieve 
pain  caused  by  a  malady  contracted  in  the  service  and  line  of  duty,  not  on  the 
advice  of  a  physician  bat  on  soldier's  own  responsibility,  can  not  be  accepted  as 
dne  to  the  service  in  the  line  of  dnty. 

s\9giMant    Secretary  John    M.   Reynolds    to    the    Commissioner    of  Pensions, 

April  4,  1896. 

The  appellant,  widow  of  Eugene  W.  Whallan,  late  of  Company  F, 
One  hundred  and  eighteenth  New  York  Infantry,  filed  a  declaration 
in  this  case  under  the  general  law  January  8, 1891,  in  which  she  alleged 
that  the  soldier  received  an  injury  to  left  knee  in  the  service  and  line 
of  duty  for  which  he  was  pensioned  at  $18  per  month,  and  from  the 
results  of  which,  and  an  overdose  of  morphine  taken  to  relieve  the 
pain  therefrom,  he  died  on  the  21st  day  of  April,  1884. 

The  claim  was  rejected  September  14,  1891,  on  the  ground  that  sol- 
dier's death  was  the  result  of  the  morphine  habit  and  not  due  to  his 
military  service. 

From  this  action  an  appeal  was  taken  November  11, 1892,  and  it  was 
then  admitted  that  the  soldier  was  a  druggist  and,  without  the  advice 
of  a  physician,  acquired  the  habit  of  using  morphine  to  relieve  the  pain 
resulting  from  his  army  disability.  But  it  was  contended  that  he  did 
not  voluntarily  acquire  the  habit  without  good  cause,  and  that  it  had 
been  uniformly  held  that  where  death  resulted  from  an  overdose  of 
morphine  accidentally  taken,  or  from  the  effects  of  a  drug  used  to 
relieve  the  intense  suflFering  arising  from  an  array  disability  incurred  in 
the  line  of  duty,  the  claim  should  be  allowed. 

The  case   was  considered   by   me  in    an   opinion.   (\2k,\fc^  \><i^'fe\£^afe^ 


132  DECISIONS    RKLATIN(t    TO    PENSIONS. 

16,  1893,  when,  in  harmony  with  the  opinion  of  the  Medical  Referee 
rendered  May  25,  1892,  in  which  it  was  held  that  death  resulted  from 
the  morphine  habit,  the  action  of  your  Bureau  was  affirmed. 

The  case  was  reopened  and  additional  evidence  taken,  but  on  October 
5,  1895,  the  former  action  of  rejection  was  adhered  to,  and  the  present 
appeal  was  taken  October  19,  1895. 

October  3,  1895,  the  Medical  Referee  rendered  an  additional  opinion 
which  closes  with  the  following : 

The  claim  was  placed  in  the  hauds  of  a  special  examlDer  to  obtain  fall  particnlaraof 
treatment  by  Dr.  Bushnell.  From  this  examination  it  appears  that  the  doctor  became 
acquainted  with  the  soldier  by  reason  of  being  the  family  physician  of  his  brother-in-law, 
with  whom  the  soldier  lived  while  in  this  city. 

Dr.  Bashnell  testifies  that  he  prescribed  opiates  for  the  relief  of  neuralgic  pains  in  bip 
and  leg,  but  does  not  recall  the  frequency  of  his  treatment  nor  the  quantity  of  morphine 
prescribed,  and  has  no  knowledge  that  the  soldier  contracted  the  morphine  habit  The 
evidence  shows  that  the  soldier  was  iu  the  habit  of  using  opiates  before  Dr.  Bushnell 
treated  him,  and  it  is  not  believed  that  the  evidence  filed  since  original  rejection  has 
materially  changed  the  status  of  the  case.  The  claim  was  again  rejected  September  7, 
189'),  the  cause  of  death  being  given  as  ''  disease  of  stomach.'' 

The  attorney  contends  that  this  action  is  at  variance  with  the  facts  and  previous  action 
The  evidence  tends  to  show  that  the  most  prominent  symptom  in  cause  of  death  was 
disease  of  stomach. 

It  is  probable  that  this  disease  and  indirectly  death  was  due  to  the  morphine  habit; 
but  whether  the  immediate  cause  of  death  is  given  as  * '  disease  of  stomach, '' '  ^exhaustioa'' 
or  *' morphine  habit,"  it  is  not  believed  that  the  evidence  now  on  file  wonld  warrant  the 
admission  of  the  widow's  claim  on  the  ground  that  death  was  remotely  due  to  the  din- 
bility  for  which  the  soldier  was  pensioned. 

The  evidence  taken  on  the  last  special  examination  consists  of  the 
deposition  of  Dr.  Bushnell,  and  he  states  that  he  gave  the  soldier  mor- 
phine in  his  last  sickness,  but  he  used  the  same  with  care,  it  being  his 
practice  to  cease  the  use  of  the  same  whenever  the  pain  was  alleviated. 
He  further  swears  that  if  tlio  soldier  had  been  accustomed  to  taking 
morphine  he  did  not  know  it. 

The  evidence  shows  however  that  the  soldier  was  a  druggist  and  had 
been  addicted  to  the  use  of  opium  or  morphine  for  years.  One  of  the 
persons  who  attended  him  in  his  last  sickness  swears  that  he  gave  him 
the  money  to  purchase  the  same  for  his  use.  It  also  appears  that  bottles 
were  found  in  his  bed  during  his  last  sickness,  w^hich  to  all  appearances 
had  contained  the  drug. 

T.  H.  B.  Dawson  swears  that  the  soldier  told  him  he  should  die  as 
the  doctor  had  cut  off  his  morphine.  That  he  had  contracted  the  habit 
of  using  the  drug  to  relieve  his  pain. 

Dr.  Green,  for  whom  the  soldier  clerked  at  Berkeley  Springs,  says  he 
was  iu  the  habit  of  taking  morphine,  and  tried  to  deceive  him  by  claim- 
ing he  was  using  quinine.  He  swears  that  he  furnished  him  morphine 
in  small  quantities  during  his  last  sickness. 
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Van  Vlick  states  that  the  soldier  was  addicted  to  the  use  of  morphine 
before  he  came  to  Washington,  and  the  same  had  affected  his  mind  to 
such  an  extent  that  he  was  incapacitated  for  business. 

Dr.  Bnshnell,  in  his  deposition,  does  not  state  what  the  cause  of  death 
iras ;  but  in  his  affidavit  made  in  1891  he  states  that  death  '^  was  caused, 
to  a  very  great  extent,  by  the  condition  of  his  stomach,  which  seemed 
to  refuse  all  nourishment,  which  consequently  produced  complete 
exhaustion  of  the  system." 

This  agrees  with  what  Dr.  Green  states,  in  his  deposition,  that  he  did 
not  die  from  an  overdose  of  morphine,  but  the  immediate  cause  of  death 
was  exhaustion  on  account  of  being  unable  to  take  nourishment. 

In  the  case  of  Tamezen  Ball  (3  P.  D.,  183),  the  soldier  died  from  an 
overdose  of  laudanum  which  he  took  by  mistake.  The  drug  was  pre- 
wribed  by  his  physician,  and  the  evidence  failed  to  show  that  he  had  con- 
tracted the  habit  of  using  the  drug  except  by  advice  of  physicians,  and 
it  was  held  that  the  claim  should  be  admitted,  as  the  army  disability  was 
found  to  be  the  primary  cause,  and  the  laudanum  was  but  an  incident 
in  the  soldier's  last  sickness,  he  being  in  the  last  stages  of  consumption. 

In  the  earlier  case  of  Alice  E.  Travers  (1  P.  D.,  110),  the  facts  were 
similar  to  those  under  consideration  in  the  present  ease. 

The  soldier,  John  T.  Travers,  was  a  practical  druggist,  and  suffered 
with  disease  of  lungs  and  throat.  He  used  morj)hine  to  relieve  the 
saflfering,  and  died  from  an  overdose  taken  by  mistake,  and  it  was  held 
that  the  case  could  not  be  allowed  as  the  army  disability  was  not  shown 
to  be  the  primary  cause. 

This  case  was  followed  in  that  of  Sarah  A.,  mother  of  John  G.  Stack 
(2  P.  D.,  153),  where  it  was  held  that  death  resulting  from  an  overdose 
of  laudanum  taken  to  relieve  suffering  from  chronic  diarrhea  could  not 
^)e  accepted  as  due  to  the  service,  for  the  army  disabilities  were  not 
>hown  to  have  been  the  primary'  or  approximate  cause. 

In  each  of  these  cases  death  resulted  from  an  overdose  of  narcotic* 
[loison  taken  to  relieve  suffering.  But  in  the  case  under  consideration 
leath  is  not  shown  to  have  been  due  to  an  overdose  of  morphine  taken 
)y  mistake  to  relieve  pain. 

The  taking  of  morphine  is  shown  to  have  been  a  habit  extending 
hrough  several  years,  and  death  resulted  from  exhaustion.  The  army 
Ii.sabi]ity  is  not  shown  to  have  been  the  primary  or  proximate  cause  of 
leath.  If  the  soldier  had  not  been  addicted  to  the  morphine  habit,  as 
hown  by  the  evidence,  it  seems  clear  that  death  would  not  have  occurred. 
In  harmony  with  the  principle  announced  in  the  cases  of  Alice  E. 
Travers  (1  P.  D.,  110),  and  Sarah  A.,  mother  of  John  (i.  Stack  (2  P.  D., 
53),  the  action  of  your  Bureau  is  affirmed. 


^ 
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jurisdiction-divorce— 1>ecree~ judge's  mixutes, 

Mary  Holmes  (widow). 

1.  When  a  court  exercises  a  special  power  conferred  upon  it  by  statute,  and  not  acconl- 

\n^  to  the  course  of  the  common  law,  it  must  strictly  comply  with  the  reqnirementi 
«>f  the  statute,  and  such  compliance  must  affirmatively  appear  from  the  mionl 
itself. 

2.  In  a  State  Avhere  the  statute  requires  in  a  petition  for  divorce,  in  addition  to  tlie 

facts  on  which  the  plaintift*  claims  relief,  a  statement  specifying  the  town  ami 
county  in  which  he  has  resided,  the  entire  length  of  his  residence  therein,  after 
deducting  all  absences  from  the  State,  and  that  such  residence  hafi  been  in  i^onl 
faith,  and  not  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  a  divorce  only,  the  court  will  not  acquire 
jurisdiction  in  a  suit  for  divorce,  unless  the  petition  contains  such  averments. 

3.  Where  a  transcript  of  the  proceedings  in  a  suit  for  divorce  in  the  State  of  lowafaiii^ 

to  show  that  a  formal  decree  of  divorce  has  lieen  spread  upon  the  records,  it  will 
not  be  accepted  to  prove  such  divorce. 

4.  In  the  State  of  Iowa  the  judge*s  calendar  is  not  a  ^lart  of  the  court  reeonLs.  and  an 

entry  therein  will  not  constitute  a  judgment. 

5.  In  this  case,  as  the  only  record  of  a  decree  of  divorce  having  Ijeen  entei^l  is  contained 

in  the  minutes  of  the  judge,  which  states:  *' Decree  of  divorce  as  praye<l  for  at 
plaintift* 's  cost,"  it  is  held  that  a  divorce  is  not  proved. 

Assistant    Secretary    John    M.    Reynolds    to    the    Commissioner    of  Femioiu, 

April  10,  1896. 

The  appellant  filed  a  declaration  for  pension  as  widow  of  the  soldier, 
George  Holmes,  late  of  Company  I,  First  Wisconsin  Cavalry,  under 
the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  in  which  she  alleged  that  she  is  the  widow  of 
the  soldier,  and  has  not  remarried  since  his  death. 

The  claim  was  rejected  August  8,  1895,  on  the  ground  that  claimant 
had  been  divorced  from  the  soldier  in  1876. 

From  this  action  an  appeal  was  taken  September  10,  1895,  in  which 
it  is  contended  that  the  claimant  was  never  divorced  from  the  soldier; 
that  no  decree  of  divorce  was  ever  rendered. 

The  claimant  married  the  soldier  October  2,  1869. 

In  the  affidavit  to  which  the  appellant  refers  in  her  declaration  she 
states  that  in  January,  1877,  she  received  a  written  notice  from  the 
soldier  stating  that  he  had  obtained  a  divorce  from  her;  that,  believing 
this  to  be  true,  on  the  4th  day  of  January,  1883,  she  was  married  to  one 
Charles  Osborn,  with  whom  she  lived  until  October,  1883,  when  she 
learned  that  the  alleged  divorce  obtained  by  the  soldier,  dissolving  his 
marriage  relations  with  her  was  not  legal.  After  this  she  ceased  to 
live  with  the  said  Osborn,  and  has  since  supported  herself. 

The  claimant  was  married  to  one  Silas  M.  V.  See  before  her  marriage 
to  the  soldier,  but  the  said  See  died  November  18,  1862.  The  soldier 
died  August  23,  1888. 

A  transcript  of  the  proceedings  of  the  court  in  the  case  has  been  fur- 
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iiished,  but  the  only  thing  contained  therein  to  show  that  a  divorce 
^«vas  granted  is  a  minute  on  the  judge's  calendar  as  follows:  ^^Decree  of 
tlivorce  as  prayed  at  plaintiff's  cost." 
Your  Bureau  held  the  following  : 

The  record  so  foniished  shows  that  all  the  proceedinj^s  were  regalat  and  iu  due  form 
fl»(lftw ;  that  the  court  had  jurisdiction  by  virtue  of  the  resideuce  of  Holmes  in  the  State 
for  the  time  required  by  law;  that  an  order  for  publication  of  notice  was  made  on  proper 
;£roaiids,  re<|uii-e<l  by  law;  that  such  notice  was  duly  published  and  the  publication 
firoved;  that  in  due  course  of  proceedings  a  commissioner  was  appointed  to  take  testi- 
mony, and  that  on  December  21,  1876,  the  decree  of  divorce  was  granted  as  prayed,  at 
jilaiutifl's  cue<t. 

The  fonnal  decree  does  not  appear  to  have  been  spread  upon  the  records,  but  its 
n-iKlition  is  proved  by  the  records  as  certified  by  the  clerk  of  the  court,  including  the 
miDutesof  the  judge  as  made  upon  the  court  calendar,  and  no  cause  appears  for  chal- 
IfBging  the  validity  of  the  proceedings. 

It  is  conclusively  shown  by  the  evidence  that  the  soldier,  George  Holmes,  was  law- 
fully divorced  from  this  claimant,  Mary  Holmes.  She  is,  therefore,  not  the  soldier's 
widow. 

In  this  it  is  held  that  the  transcript  filed  shows  that  all  the  divorce 
proceedings  were  regular  and  in  due  form  of  law;  that*  although  no 
formal  decree  was  spread  on  the  records,  its  rendition  is  proved  by  the 
records  as  certified  by  the  clerk  of  the  court,  including  the  minutes  of 
the  judge  as  made  upon  the  court  calendar,  and  no  cause  appears  for 
challenging  the  validity  of  the  proceedings,  from  which  it  appears  con- 
clusively that  the  claimant  and  the  soldier  were  lawfully  divorced. 

At  the  time  when  the  divorce  proceedings  were  commenced  the  laws 
of  the  State  of  Iowa  provided  what  the  petition  for  divorce  should 
>tate,  which  provision  is  as  follows: 

Except  where  the  defendant  is  a  resident  of  this  State  served  by  i>ersonal  service,  the 
petition  for  divorce,  in  addition  to  the  facts  on  account  of  which  the  plaintiff  claims  the 
relief  sought,  must  state  that  the  plaintiff  has  been  for  the  last  year  a  resident  of  the 
State»  specifying  the  town  and  county  in  which  he  has  so  resided,  and  the  entire  length 
of  his  residence  therein,  after  deducting  all  absences  fi*om  the  State;  tbnt  he  is  now  a 
resident  thereof ;  that  such  residence  has  been  in  good  faith  and  not  for  the  purpose  of 
obtaining  a  divorce  only;  and  it  must  in  all  cases  state  that  the  ai)plication  is  made  in 
Ijood  faith  and  for  the  purposes  set  forth  in  the  petition.     (Code  of  Iowa,  1888,  sec.  '^l^^l. ) 

In  such  case  the  hill  must  allege  every  fact  upon  the  existence  of 
which  the  authority  of  the  court  to  grant  the  divorce  arises.  It  must 
state,  therefore,  substantially  in  the  terms  of  the  statute  of  the  forum, 
all  facts  necessary  to  give  the  court  jurisdiction  over  the  parties. 

The  petition  in  this  case,  as  set  forth  in  the  transcript,  did  not  spec- 
ify the  town  or  county  where  plaintiff  resided,  nor  the  entire  length  of 
his  residence  therein,  after  deducting  all  absences  from  the  State; 
neither  did  it  state  that  his  residence  had  been  in  good  faith,  and  not 
for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  a  divorce  only,  as  required  by  the  statute 
referred  to,  and  did  not  confer  jurisdiction  on  the  court. 
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Want  of  jurisdiction  in  a  court  passing  tbe  decree  is  the  only  cause 
which  renders  the  decree  of  divorce  absolutely  void. 

Judgments  without  jurisdiction  are  void,  and  will  be  so  held  in  a 
collateral  proceeding.     (Long  v.  Burnett,  13  Iowa,  28.) 

When  the  court  exercises  the  special  power  conferred  upon  it  by 
statute,  and  not  according  to  the  course  of  the  common  law,  it  must 
strictly  comply  with  the  requirements  of  the  statute  in  its  proceedings, 
and  this  compliance  must  affirmativelj'  appear  from  the  record  itself. 
(Hawes  on  Jurisdiction  of  Courts,  Sec.  97.) 

But  the  most  important  question  is.  Does  the  transcript  filed  show 
that  any  decree  of  divorce  was  granted? 

The  only  part  of  the  said  transcript  from  which  it  can  be  inferred 
that  such  a  decree  was  rendered  is  the  following. 

CIRCUIT  COURT  CALENDAR— 2871— TERM  No.  2*22. 

Dk(  .  Term,  187«. 
GKtmcJK  Holmes         \         J.  D.  NiCHOii?, 

Mary  Holmes.  j  Equit}-. 

19.  Default  of  defendant.     £.   R.   Cliugau,  Est].,  appointed  commissioner  to  take 
testimony  and  report  by  Friday  morning  next. 
21.  Decree  of  divorce  as  prayed  at  plaintiff 's  cost. 

This  appears  only  from  the  judge's  minutes  on  the  court's  calendar, 
made  under  section  2747  of  the  Iowa  code,  in  force  at  that  time,  which 
is  as  follows: 

The  clerk  shall  keep  a  calendar  distinguishing  firet  criminal  causes,  and  next  civil 
causes,  and  arranging  each  in  the  onler  of  their  commencement,  and  shall,  under  the 
direction  of  the  court  or  judge,  apportion  the  same  to  as  many  days  as  is  Ijelieved  neces- 
sary, and,  at  the  request  of  any  jxirty  to  a  cause,  or  his  attorney,  shall  issue  subpoenas 
accordingly.  The  clerk  shall  furnish  the  court  and  the  bar  with  a  sufficient  number  of 
printed  copies  of  the  calendar. 

By  statute  in  many  States  it  is  provided  that  the  clerk  must  keep, 
among  the  records  of  the  court,  a  book  for  the  entry  of  judgments, 
styled  the  judgment  book.  In  Iowa  a  similar  book  is  called  the  record 
book.  (Iowa  Code,  Sec.  197,  Subd.  1.)  It  was  held  in  Case  v.  Plato 
(57  Iowa,  64),  that  there  will  be  no  judgment  in  the  cause  until  it  is 
entered  in  the  judgment  book.     The  court  said: 

Tlie  hoolis  require<l  to  be  kept  by  the  clerk  of  the  court,  and  which,  in  connection 
with  the  original  papei's,  constitute  the  re<!ord  of  the  court,  are  the  record  book,  the 
judgment  docket,  the  fee  book,  the  sale  book,  the  complete  record,  the  appearance 
docket,  and  the  index  of  liens.  (See  Iowa  Code,  19(»-197.)  The  court  calendar  is  kept 
for  the  convenience  of  the  judge,  but  does  not,  under  the  sections  referred  to,  constitnte 
a  part  of  the  rt»c<>rd. 

It  was  also  held  in  the  case  of  Traer  v.  Whitman  (56  Iowa,  443). 
referring  to  the  judge's  minutes,  that  the  judge's  calendar  is  not  a 
part  of  the  court  records,  and  an  entry  therein  will  not  constitute  a 
judgment. 
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In  Miller  r.  Wolf  (63  Iowa,  233),  the  court  said: 

The  }i]dge*s  calendar  is  no  part  of  the  court  record  provided  by  biw;  it  is  essentially  in 
the  natare  of  a  private  memoranda  m  of  conclusions  reache<l.  It  is  trne  it  is  desijaied 
in  part  as  a  communication  to  the  clerk,  but  it  has  no  more  force  as  such  than  an  oral 
communication  would  bave. 

It  was  held  in  that  case  that  the  minutes  in  such  a  calendar  are  not 
evidence  of  the  rendition  of  judgment.  Moreover,  it  is  the  law  in  Iowa 
that  minutes  entered  in  the  judge *s  docket  or  calendar,  not  required  to 
be  kept  hy  law,  do  not  constitute  part  of  the  records  of  the  court. 
(Lewis  r.  May,  32  Iowa,  599;  Rogers  v.  Morton,  51  Iowa,  709.) 

It  18  therefore  plain,  under  the  decisions  of  the  Iowa  courts,  that  the 
transcript  in  this  case  does  not  furnish  conclusive  evidence  of  a  divorce 
between  the  soldier  and  appellant,  but  in  fact  contains  no  record  of 
sncb  a  divorce. 

The  construction  given  by  the  State  courts  to  the  laws  of  a  State 
relating  to  local  affairs  is  uniformly  received  as  the  true  construction. 
Lane  County  v.  Or^on,  7  Wall.,  71.) 

In  eases  where  the  validitj^  of  a  marriage  is  involved  the  courts  of 
the  United  States  follow  the  decisions  of  the  State  courts  with  great 
strictness.  In  the  case  of  Meister  v,  Moore  (6  Otto,  76)  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  held  that  when  a  construction  has  been 
given  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  to  a  statute  of  the  State  in 
regard  to  marriage  such  construction  must  control  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  United  States  when  deciding  upon  the  validity  of  a  marriage 
allied  to  have  taken  place  in  that  State. 

Under  these  authorities  your  action  is  reversed,  and  the  case  is 
returned  for  readjudication. 


LIMITATION— ACT  OF  MAIUJI   a,  18T9— 01M»IIAN    HKOTIIKIIS   AND 

SISTKTJ^. 

Minor  Sisters  of  Alkxandkk  Sutton. 

1.  Tlie  claims  of  orplian  brothers  and  sisters,  under  st'Ction  17(17  of  the  Kevised  .Statiit<^s, 

do  not  come  within  the  exception  to  the  limitiitiou  as  to  comiuencemont  of  i)ension 
in  the  proviso  of  the  second  section  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1879,  applica>de  to  claims 
by  and  in  behalf  of  insane  persons  and  children  under  16  j'ears  of  age. 

2.  In  claims  of  orphan  brothers  and  sisters  under  the  age  of  16  years,  filed  under  section 

4707  of  the  Revised  Statutes  subsequent  to  June  30,  1880,  pensions  can  not  com- 
mence prior  to  filing  of  the  declamtion,  and  such  claims  arc  barred  wlu^n  so  filed 
after  claimants  arrive  at  the  age  of  16  years,  there  being  no  i>ensi()nabl(»  periods  in 
such  cases. 

Aftsidant    Secretary    John    M.    Reynolds    to    the    Commimoner    of  Peimoiu^ 

April  10,  7890, 

This  claim  for  pension  as  the  orphan  sisters  of  Alexander  Sutton, 
ate  of  Company  I,  Twenty-fourth  Indiana  Iwfaiitr^^,  xxxAi^x  ^^oJCvwv 
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4707  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  was  rejected  November  23,  1893,  on  the 
ground  that,  having  passed  their  sixteenth  year  prior  to  filing  their 
claim,  there  is  no  pensionable  period  in  their  case.  The  appeal  con- 
tends that  these  cfaimants,  having  been  under  16  years  of  age  when 
their  right  to  pension  accrued,  are  excepted  from  the  limitation  pre- 
scribed by  the  act  of  March  3,  1879,  and  that,  regardless  of  the  date  of 
filing  their  claim,  they  are  entitled  to  pension  commencing  at  date 
their  right  accrued,  which  in  their  case  is  at  the  soldier's  death;  and, 
furthermore,  that  the  Department  has  held  similarly  in  the  case  of 
minors  of  Thomas  W.  Baugher  (7  P.  D.,  433). 

The  question  presented  is  one  of  law,  and  hence  the  facts  in  this  case 
need  not  be  recited.  The  only  classes  of  claims  excepted  from  the  lim- 
itation of  the  act  of  March  3,  1879,  are  those  specified  in  the  proviso  to 
the  second  section  thereof,  viz,  '^claims  by  or  in  behalf  of  insane  persons 
and  children  under  16  years  of  age." 

The  effect  of  the  limitation  is  to  commence  pensions  under  all  claims 
referred  to  in  said  section,  in  which  the  application  was  not  "filed  prior 
to  July  1,  1880,  save  only  those  within  the  exception,  at  the  date  of 
filing  the  application,  and  hence  to  cut  off  all  right  to  pension  there- 
under for  any  period  prior  to  such  date. 

In  the  case  relied  upon  by  appellants  it  was  held: 

1.  That  the  claase  ''children  under  16  years  of  age"  is  descriptive  of  a  class  of  claims 
the  right  to  which  has  iiccrucd  by  reiison  of  the  claimant  being  under  16  years  of  age  at 
the  death  of  the  father  from  causes  originating  in  the  senice  and  line  of  duty,  and  such 
claims  are  excepted  from  the  limitation  contained  in  the  proviso  to  the  act  of  March 
:?,  ISVJ. 

'i.  That  such  claims  are  not  forfeited  by  neglect  to  apply  therefor  during  the  pericMl 
of  pensionable  minority. 

It  thus  appears  clearly  from  the  language  used  in  the  Baugher  case 
that  children  of  the  soldier  only  were  held  to  be  within  so  much  of  the 
exception  to  the  said  limitation  as  is  embraced  by  the  words  "children 
under  16  years  of  age." 

The  grant  in  section  4707  upon  which  this  claim  rests  is  made  to 
*' orphan  brothers  and  sisters  under  16  years  of  age,"  subject  to  the 
other  conditions  therein.  In  a  general  sense  these  brothers  and  sisters 
are  "children,"  but  they  are  not  granted  pension  in  that  relation. 
They  derive  pension  through  the  soldier,  not  as  "children"  of  any  one, 
but  as  his  "orphan  brothers  and  sisters,"  and  it  is  in  the  latter  rela- 
tionship only  that  the  law  gives  them  right  to  pension.  None  'but  the 
children  of  the  soldier  himself  are  pensioned  as  "children."  In  every 
instance  where  the  clause  "children  under  16  years  of  age"  is  used  in 
the  pension  laws,  the  reference  is  uniformly  (save  in  the  act  of  March 
2,  1895)  to  the  children  of  the  soldier,  and  to  no  others. 

It  would  seem  that  the  claims  of  a  soldier's  orphan  brothers  and 
sisters  are  within  the  reason  of  the  law  which  excepts  those  filed  by  or 
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in  behalf  of  a  soldier's  own  children  from  the  limitation  of  the  second 

section  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1879;  but  likewise,  it  may  be  urged,  are 

the  claims  of  children  and  insane  persons  under  the  act  of  June  27, 

1890,  as  to  the  limitations  therein  concerning  the  commencement  of 

pension.     But  Ck>ngress  has  not  seen  fit  to  act  upon  this  reason  and 

remove  the  limitations  in  any  claims  except  those  specified  in  said 

second  section.    This  Department  can  only  execute  the  law  as  it  is,  and 

according  to  its  intent  as  gathered  from  the  language  of  the  law  itself. 

The  claims  of  a  soldier's  orphan  brothers  and  sisters  are  not  believed 

to  be  included  within  the  exception  above  indicated.     The  rejection  of 

the  claim  is  accordingly  affirmed. 


attorney— fek—fltni>-bexef1t9. 

Thomas  S.  Bradford. 

1.  Fee  should  not  be  denied  for  the  reason  that  the  allowance  of  the  claim  in  wliich  the 
fee  was  earned  does  not  result  in  pecuniary  benefit  to  the  claimant. 

%  Genoally;  a  fee  should  be  allowed  if  a  fund  has  accrued,  or  may  accrue,  in  the  claim 
in  which  the  fee  was  earned. 

A^idant   Secretary   John    M,    Reynolds   to    the    Commissioner    of  Pensio7is, 

April  IS,  1896, 

In  your  communication  of  February  10, 1896,  in  the  claim  of  Thomas 
S.  Bradford,  Company  F,  Twenty-ninth  Wisconsin  Volunteer  Infantry, 
Certificate  No.  697,145,  you  submit  for  decision  the  question,  whether 
a  fee  should  be  allowed  under  the  conditions  arising  in  that  case,  which 
are  as  follows : 

The  claimant  was  pensioned  at  $12  per  month  under  the  act  of  June 
27, 1890,  on  account  of  inability  for  performing  manual  labor  due  to 
disease  of  heart  and  throat,  when  on  February  8,  1892,  he  filed  a  claim 
under  the  general  laws  based  on  rheumatism.  The  claim  was  allowed 
May  4,  1896,  at  $12  per  month  for  disability  due  to  rheumatism  and 
resulting  disease  of  heart,  and  reissue  was  made  to  allow  pension  under 
the  general  laws.  The  fee  specified  in  the  articles  of  agreement,  to  wit, 
S25,  was  paid  to  the  attorney.  The  claimant  has  protested  against  the 
payment  of  the  fee  on  the  ground  that  the  allowance  of  the  claim  was 
not  of  any  pecuniary  benefit  to  him. 

The  payment  of  fees  has  been  denied  on  the  allowance  of  claims 
without  any  increase  of  the  rate  of  pension ;  such  action  has  received 
the  approval  of  the  Department  on  the  ground  that  there  is  no  fund 
created  by  the  allowance  of  the  claim  from  which  a  fee  can  be  paid. 

In  Nicewonger's  appeal  (3  P.  D.,  40),  Assistant  Secretary  Bussey  held, 
in  substance,  that  if  no  pension  accrue  under  t\\e  ceT\)\5iQ.«A.^  \^v^\i<^^  >3ciR?c^ 
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is  no  fund  from  which  the  fee  can  be  paid.  The  above  mentioned  appeal  ' 
was  from  the  action  of  the  Bureau  refusing  to  certify  a  fee  in  the  claim 
of  George  A.  Caswell  (Certificate  No.  250,137),  for  a  dependent  father's 
pension.  Certificate  had  been  issued,  but  it  transpired  that  Mr:  Caswell 
was  drawing  a  pension  of  $12  per  month  as  an  invalid.  The  aforesaid 
certificate  was  cancelled  without  any  payment  of  pension  being  made 
thereon. 

In  the  appeal  of  Benjamin  C.  Wright  &  Co.  (2  Fee  P.  L.,  Bk.  73),  iu 
the  claim  of  Cyrus  C.  Heizer  (Certificate  No.  25,444),  decided  November 
28, 1888,  Assistant  Secretary  Hawkins  held,  in  effect,  that  where  addi- 
tional pension  is  not  allowed  on  an  issue  to  include  a  new  cause  of  disa- 
bility, no  fee  can  be  paid  for  the  prosecution  of  the  claim  based  on  such 
cause;  that — 

The  fee  in  a  claim  for  pension  is  payable  out  of  the  amounts  nocmed  through  ibe 
services  of  the  attorney.  As  the  prosecution  of  the  claim  for  additional  pension  *  *  * 
resulted  in  no  advantage  to  the  claimant  and  secured  to  him  no  fund  from  which  alee 
can  properly  be  paid,  the  action  of  your  office  refusing  to  direct  the  payment  of  a  fee 
*    *    *    is  approved. 

In  the  claim  of  Nathan  Lawson  (3  Fee  P.  L.,  Bk.  58),  the  Bureau 
denied  Mr.  Lockwood  a  fee  on  the  ground  that  the  rate  of  pension  was 
not  increased  by  the  successful  prosecution  of  the  claim  in  which  he 
was  the  attorney.  In  deciding  the  issue  presented  in  this  case  on 
appeal  Assistant  Secretarj-  Bussey  said : 

The  law  provides  that  the  fee  of  an  attorney  in  a  pension  claim  shall  be  '^deducted 
from  the  amount  due  the  pensioner ''  and  paid  by  the  pension  agent  ^^  to  the  agent  prose- 
cuting the  case.''  The  intention  of  the  law  is  that  the  fee  should  be  deducted  from  the 
amount  secured  by  the  attorney  under  the  claim  which  he  prosecuted.  It  can  not  Ix? 
paid  out  of  any  other  portion  of  the  pension.  As  no  payment  of  pension  has  been  made 
under  the  claim  prosecuted  by  Mr.  Lockwood,  there  is  no  fund  out  of  which  the  fee  can 
be  paid.  If  pension  hereafter  accrue  upon  the  claim  prosecuted  by  him,  his  fee  can  be 
paid  therefrom. 

In  the  claim,  John  C.  Carter  (5  P.  D.,  90),  the  accrued  pension  was 
47  cents,  and  this  auiount  was  paid  to  the  attorney.  In  this  case  the 
claim  was  for  straight  increase.  Certificate  was  issued,  pension  to  ter- 
minate the  day  on  which  pension  was  allowed  under  the  act  of  June 
27,  1890. 

In  the  claim  of  John  Schoopf  (7  P.  D.,  19),  decided  August  30, 1893» 
I  designated  the  cases  in  which  I  conceived  the  right  to  deny  a  fee  is 
limited.  The  question  presented  in  this  case  was  whether  the  Commis- 
sioner of  Pensions  has  authority  to  reduce  an  attomej^'s  fee  on  account 
of  the  small  amount  of  pension  allowed  or  to  refuse  to  issue  a  certificato 
because  the  fee  would  absorb  the  entire  pension.  The  question  wa^ 
answered  negatively. 

The  general  rule  observed  iu  all  of  the  foregoing  cases  is,  in  tenor  or 
effect,  that  no  fee  can  be  paid  unless  a  fund  has  accrued,  or  will  accrue 
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in  the  claim,  for  the  proeecutiou  of  which  a  fee  is  deinauded.     The 
attention  of  the  Department  has  not  been  called  to  a  case,  nor  han  one 
teen  found  in  which  any  other  reason  has  been  assigned  for  denying  the 
payment  of  a  fee  except  the  case  of  Henry  Wolf  (18  Fee  P.  L.,  Bk. 
:\bo)j  decided  June  16,  1894.     In  that  case  the  claim  was  based  on  addi- 
tional disability  and  increase  of  pensioned  disability  and  was  allowed, 
hit  no  increase  of  rate  resulted  from  admitting  the  additional  cause  as 
of  service  origin.     I  held  that  as  no  pecuniary  benefit  resulted  to  the 
claimant  therefrom  no  fee  could  be  paid  except  for  securing  increase. 
The  reason  assigned  for  the  rule  would  be  tenable  in  any  claim  for 
increase  where  the  object  of  the  prosecution  of  the  claim  is  not  attained. 
Bat  where  the  object  to  be  secured  is  not  necessarily  an  increase  of  pen- 
s^ion  received  under  one  law,  but  the  establishment  of  a  right  to  pension 
under  another  law,  other  considerations  than  the  rate  of  pension  secured 
ipecuniary  benefit)  determine  whether  a  fee  has  been  earned.     It  was 
not  designed  to  modify  or  add  to  the  holding  in  the  Schoepf  case,  the 
import  of  which  is  that  an  attorney's  title  to  a  fee  is  not  dependent  upon 
any  pecuniary  benefit  to  the  claimant  resulting  from  the  a11owanc(^  of 
the  claim  if  a  fund  has  accrued  from  which  a  fee  can  be  paid. 

Generally  a  right  to  pension  on  the  part  of  the  claimant  coupled  with 
an  attorney's  authority  to  prosecute  that  right,  determines  all  questions 
of  title  to  fee  upon  the  allowance  of  the  claim ;  the  payment  of  the  fee 
must  necessarily  depend,  as  has  been  pointed  out,  upon  the  fact  whether 
a  fund  has  accrued  or  will  accrue,  from  which  payment  can  be  made. 
So,  in  the  case  at  bar,  the  attorney's  title  to  fee  depends  upon  the 
determination  of  these  matters.     It  may  be  safely  assumed,  in  view  of 
the  actions  taken  by  the  Bureau,  that  the  applicant's  claim  under  the 
general  laws  would  not  have  been  allowed  unless  he  had  title  to  pension 
and  had  established  it ;  and  that  the  attorney  had  authority  to  prose- 
cute the  claim,  had  observed  the  rules  of  practice  in  doing  so,  and,  fur- 
ther, that  a  fund  had  accrued  from  which  a  payment  could  be  made. 

I  am  therefore  unable  to  assign  any  reason  for  denying  a  fee  to  an 
attorney  in  a  case  where  the  law  has  been  duly  observed  and  pension 
has  been  allowed  in  which  a  fee  is  demanded,  there  being  a  fund  from 
which  payment  can  be  made. 

However,  I  do  not  wish  to  be  understood  as  deciding  that  the  Bureau 
is  wholly  without  discretion  in  the  matter  of  the  payment  of  the  fee  in 
cases  where  attorneys  hold  out  inducements  to  claimants  to  prosecute 
their  claims  for  pension,  when  it  is  obviously  apparent  that  the  primary 
object  is  to  secure  a  fee  and  no  benefit  whatever,  or  one  of  little  value 
is  secured  to  the  claimant ;  as,  for  instance,  where  a  person  is  pensioned 
under  the  general  law  at  a  higher  rate  than  $12  per  month  is  induced 
to  apply  for  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890.  But  if  the  claim- 
ant should^  under  these  circumstances,  elect  to  receive  ^ivKiovixyxiAKt 
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the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  he  being  duly  advised  in  the  premises  by  the 
Bureau,  I  fail  to  see  any  reason  why  the  fee  should  not  be  allowed. 
The  act  of  June  27,  1890,  provides  that — 

NothiDg  herein  contained  shall  be  construed- to  prevent  any  pensioner  thereanderfrom 
prosecnting  his  claim  and  receiving  his  pension  under  any  other  general  or  special  act. 

To  refuse  an  attorney  a  fee  when  earned  and  a  certificate  is  issued. 
would  result  practically  in  the  denial  of  the  exercise  of  a  right  by  the 
claimant  that  is  guaranteed  to  him  by  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  and 
operate  to  discourage  the  prosecution  of  pension  claims. 

It  is  held,  therefore,  that  under  the  circumstances  presented  in  this 
case,  the  fact  that  the  allowance  of  the  claim  has  not  resulted  in  a  pecun- 
iary benefit  to  the  claimant  is  not  good  ground  for  denying  a  fee  to  an 
attorney  who  secured  it«  allowance,  a  fund  having  accrued  from  which 
payment  of  the  fee  can  l)e  made. 


INSANE  on  irEI.PI.ESS  MIXOnS-T^TMITATION— ACT  JUNE  27,  189Ch 

Minor  of  Joseph  Disbrow  (deceased). 

ifr/f/,  Where  pension,  granted  to  a  widow  on  account  of  a  minor  child  of  her  deceaaed 
husband,  has  been  terminated  because  such  child  had  attained  its  sixteenth  year. 
and  said  child  has  been  continuously,  since  reaching  its  sixteenth  year,  insane, 
idiotic,  or  otherwise  i>ermanent1y  helpless,  pension  may  be  allowed  it  sabject  to  the 
right  of  other  minor  children  of  the  deceased  father  to  participate  with  it  in  such 
pension  during  their  minority),  after  the  termination  of  the  widow^s  right  to  pen- 
sion, from  the  date  of  filing  application  therefor  subsequent  to  June  27,  1890,  npon 
proof  of  its  continued  insanity,  idiocy,  or  permanent  helplessness,  the  rate  of  sndi 
pension  being  determined  by  the  law  under  which  original  title  is  taken.  (See 
Letter  of  Instructions,  7  P.  D..  167.) 

So  much  of  decisions  of  May  11,  1894,  in  claim  of  cliild  of  David  Gillian,  deceased,  au<\ 
of  May  23,  189.'>,  in  claim  of  child  of  Hiram  F.  Parker,  deceased,  as  is  in  conflict 
herewith,  is  overniled. 

Aii-^lMant    Secretary    John    M.    Reynolds    to    the    Commisaloner    of    Perufioiu, 

April  18,  1896. 

On  March  14,  1891,  W.  Scott  Stuckey,  as  legal  guardian  of  Joseph 
G.  Disbrow,  filed  a  claim  for  pension  on  account  of  said  Disbrow  as  a 
permanently  helpless  child  of  Joseph  Disbrow,  deceased,  alleged  to  have 
served  in  Company  I,  Fiftieth. Pennsylvania  Volunteer  Infantry. 

Said  claim  was  rejected  November  18,  1891,  on  the  ground  that  said 
child  "  was  over  16  years  of  age  at  the  date  of  filing,  and  because  the 
widow  is  living  and  a  pensioner.*' 

On  September  24,  1894,  a  second  claim,  alleging  the  widow's  death, 
was  filed  b^'  said  Stuckey  as  guardian,  and  vfas  a\^o  To^e«\ftA  O<5tober 
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31,  1894,  on  the  ground  said  child  attained  the  age  of  16  years  before 
the  claim  was  filed. 

From  this  action  appeal  is  taken,  and  the  question  presented  for  con- 
sideration is  whether  a  child  on  whose  account  a  widow  has  drawn 
additional  pension,  which  has  been  terminated  by  reason  of  said  child 
attaining  its  sixteenth  year,  may  be  pensioned,  under  the  proviso  of 
section  3  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  relative  to  insane,  idiotic,  or 
otherwise  permanently  helpless  children,  on  the  termination  of  said 
widow's  pensionable  status,  it  appearing  from  the  record  herein  that  the 
widow  of  said  deceased  soldier  was  allowed  pension  in  1876,  which 
included  $2  per  month  on  account  of  said  Joseph  G.  Disbrow,  and  that 
such  additional  pension  on  his  account  was  terminated  September  24, 
1890,  he  having  attained  his  sixteenth  year  on  that  date.  Said  widow 
is  alleged  to  have  died  in  1892.  She  made  no  claim  under  the  act  of 
June  27,  1890,  for  continuance  of  pension  on  account  of  the  alleged 
helplessness  of  said  child. 

The  proviso  above  mentioned,  under  which  pension  is  claimed  herein, 
is  as  follows : 

Prodded,  That  in  case  »  minor  child  is  insane,  idiotic,  or  otherwise  permanently  heipless, 
the  pension  shall  continue  dnring  the  life  of  said  child  or  during  the  period  of  su'h 
disability,  and  this  proviso  shall  apply  to  all  pensions  heretofore  granted  or  hereafter  to 
be  granted  under  this  or  any  former  statute,  and  such  pensions  shall  commence  from  the 
(late  of  application  therefitr  after  the  passage  of  this  act. 

It  was  the  manifest  intent  of  this  proviso  to  make  continuous  the 
right  to  pension  which  exists  or  has  existed  on  account  of  a  child's 
minority ;  and  the  law  clearly  applies,  by  its  express  terms,  to  all  cases 
where  the  right  to  pension  on  account  of  minority  has  been  adjudged 
and  pension  allowed  accordingly.  In  all  such  cases  where  said  child 
was,  on  reaching  its  sixteenth  year,  insane,  idiotic,  or  otherwise  perma- 
nently helpless,  the  age  limitation  is  removed  and  such  child  should 
thenceforth  be  regarded,  in  legal  contemplation,  as  in  a  continuing  state 
of  minority  or  infancy. 

If  pension,  granted  on  account  of  such  child's  minority,  has  been 
terminated  prior  to  the  passage  of  said  act  by  reason  of  its  having 
attained  the  age  of  16  years,  the  original  right  to  such  pension  is  restored 
by  operation  of  the  law,  and  the  pension  may  be  renewed,  in  the  manner 
therein  provided,  to  the  widow  to  whom  it  was  originally  allowed ;  as 
was  held  in  my  Letter  of  Instructions  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions 
April  5,  1894  (7  P.  D.,  167),  and  as  was  likewise  expressed  in  my 
decision  in  the  appealed  claim  of  the  minor  child  of  Jacob  Loeb, 
deceased  (id.  163)  in  which  it  is  stated  that  the  benefit  of  this  proviso 
as  to  continuance  of  pension  should  be  extended  as  well  to  cases  where 
pension  has  been  granted  on  account  of  a  minor  child  as  to  cases  where 
it  has  been  granted  to  such  child. 
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And  if,  as  in  this  case,  a  widow  was,  at  the  passage  of  said  act,  draw- 
ing pension,  or  was  thereafter  allowed  pension  on  account  of  a  minor 
child,  the  law  would  operate  to  remove  the  age  of  limitation  as  to  bucIi 
additional  pension  in  the  event  that  said  child  was,  in  fact,  on  reaching 
its  sixteenth  year,  in  a  mental  or  physical  condition  which  is  hereby 
made  the  basis  of  pensionable  rights,  and  such  widow  would  clearly 
have  the  right  to  continuance  of  such  pension  on  filing  an  application 
as  the  law  provides.  In  such  a  case  the  right  to  pension  on  account  of 
minority  becomes  continuous  and  merges  into  a  continuing  right  which 
is  limited  only  by  cessation  of  the  condition  on  which  it  is  based,  and. 
as  to  commencement  of  pension  thereunder,  by  the  filing  of  an  appli- 
cation claiming  such  continuance  of  pension. 

The  fact  in  this  case  that  the  widow  was  never  allowed  (having  never 
applied  for)  continuance  of  the  pension  granted  her  on  account  of  this 
child,  can  not  affect  the  child ^s  right  to  continuance  of  the  pension  if  it 
has  been,  as  is  alleged,  helpless  since  reaching  its  sixteenth  year.  The 
widow  dearly  had  the  right,  if  such  has  been  its  condition,  to  contin- 
uance of  additional  pension  on  its  account,  on  applying  for  same  and 
proving  such  condition. 

The   law,  however,  expressly   states   *^  the   pension   shall   continue 
daring  the  life  of  said  child  or  during  the  period  of  such  disability." 
If  this  clause  be  given  effect,  it  necessitates  the  holding  that  such  child 
(or  some  one  on  its  behalf)  may,  on  the  termination  of  the  widow's 
right,  apply  for  and  receive  the  pension  ;  and  ^'  the  pension  ''  spoken  of 
in  the  act  is  clearly  the  pension  as  an  entirety  which  the  law  had  there- 
tofore allowed  the  widow.     To  hold  that  the  widow  may  thus  draw 
pension  on  account  of  an  insane,  idiotic,  or  otherwise  permanently  he\\y 
less  child  after  it  has  reached  its  sixteenth  year,  but  on  her  death  or 
remarriage  such  pension  shall  cease,  would  be  in  contravention  of  the 
express  terms  of  the  law  and  would  deprive  those  who,  in  the  mind  of 
the  law,  are  still  infants  and  legally  incompetent,  of  a  benefit  which 
this  act  clearly  intended  should  be  given  them. 

I  hold,  therefore,  in  this  case,  consistently  with  the  above  holdings, 
that  where  pension  granted  to  a  widow  on  account  of  a  minor  child 
of  her  deceased  husband  has  been  terminated  because  such  child  had 
attained  its  sixteenth  year,  and  said  child  has  been  continuously  since 
reaching  its  sixteenth  year  insane,  idiotic,  or  otherwise  permanently 
helpless,  pension  may  be  allowed  it  (subject  to  the  right  as  minors 
of  other  children  of  the  deceased  father  to  participate  with  it  in  such 
pension  during  their  minority)  after  the  termination  of  the  widow's  right 
to  pension,  from  the  date  of  filing  application  therefor  subsequent  to 
June  27,  1890,  upon  proof  of  its  continued  insanity,  idiocy,  or  perma- 
nent helplessness,  the  rate  of  such  pension  being  determined  by  the  law 
under  which  original  title  is  taken.     See  Letter  of  Instructions,  supra. 
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So  much  of  decisions  rendered  May  II,  1894,  in  claim  No.  231,593, 
of  the  child  of  David  Gillian,  deceased,  and  May  23,  1895,  in  claim 
Certificate  No.  195,412,  of  the  child  of  Hiram  F.  Parker,  deceased,  and 
of  any  other  decision  as  may  be  in  conflict  herewith  is  hereby  overruled. 

The  rejection  of  this  claim  is  accordingly  reversed,  and  you  will 
pleage  adjudicate  the  claim  on  its  merits. 


R£IMBURS£M£NT-CL.EBICAX.  ERROR. 

Artemus  J.  Steenberge. 

¥hen,  by  reason  of  a  clerical  error,  the  rate  of  pension  \vas  made  greater  than  pensioner 
had  been  adjndged  entitled  to,  the  reduction  of  the  rate  to  the  correct  amount  -was 
proper,  and  the  right  of  the  Government  in  such  cases  to  withhold  all  pension 
antil  reimbursed  for  over-payments  is  well  settled. 

AmtarU   Secretary    John    M.    Reynolds    to    the    Commissioner    of  Pensions^ 

May  9,  1896. 

In  this  case  (Certificate  No.  839,995)  the  appeal,  filed  February  10, 
1896,  relates  to  the  reduction  of  the  rate  of  pension  on  account  of  a 
clerical  error  in  fixing  said  rate,  and  to  the  withholding  of  all  pension 
until  the  Gk)vemment  is  reimbursed  for  the  amount  erroneously  paid. 
The  final  action  appealed  from  was  taken  November  13,  1895. 

June  13,  1895,  appellant  was  notified  to  show  cause  why  his  pension 
should  not  be  reduced  from  $12  to  $6  per  month.  August  10,  1895, 
another  notice  under  the  act  of  December  21,  1893,  was  sent  him, 
wherein  he  was  informed  that  the  degree  of  his  disability  was  rated  by 
the  medical  referee,  on  the  adjudication  of  the  claim,  at  $6,  but  that 
the  rate  of  $12  was  substituted  therefor  by  a  clerical  error,  and  that 
the  amount  of  $6  per  month  from  January  12,  1892,  would  be  retained 
from  his  accruing  pension  to  reimburse  the  Government  for  the  sum 
erroneously  paid  him. 

The  notice  of  June  13,  1895,  above  referred  to,  proposing  simply  a 
reduction  of  rate,  was  responded  to  by  the  filing  of  the  affidavits  of 
two  physicians,  but  these  failed  to  show  that  pensioner  was  entitled  to 
more  than  $6  per  month,  or  any  reason  why  the  clerical  mistake  should 
not  be  corrected.  When  the  terms  of  the  notice  were  changed,  as  in 
the  letter  of  August  10,  1895,  no  evidence  was  filed,  except  that  peu- 
Kioner  was  accorded  another  medical  examination,  but  this  also  failed 
to  indicate.that  more  than  $6  per  month  should  be  allowed.  A  new 
certificate  was  therefore  issued  for  pension  at  $6  per  month  from  July 
4,  1895,  the  date  to  which  pensioner  had  been  last  paid,  and  including 
an  order  to  recover  erroneous  payments  from  &a\d  aWovf^itLQ,^  vA-  W\^ 
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rate  of  $6  per  month  from  January  12,  1892,  to  July  3,  1895,  inclusiTe. 
amount  overpaid. 

There  are  three  contentions  in  the  appeal.  The  first  is  against  the 
reduction  of  the  rating  from  $12  to  $6  per  month,  and  the  withholding 
of  all  pension  until  recoupment  is  made  for  over-payments  during  the 
period  above  mentioned.  The  second  contention  is  that  no  clerical 
error  was  made,  as  held,  but  the  allowance  of  $12  per  month  was  made 
after  consideration,  and  was  duly  passed  upon,  and  reference  is  asked 
to  the  face-brief  to  verify  this  statement,  the  same  showing  that  "$12'' 
and  "rheumatism  and  disease  of  heart"  are  written  in  large  red  char- 
acters, although  in  another  place  on  said  brief  "$6,"  etc.,  is  written  in 
black  ink,  small  characters.  The  third  contention  is  that  the  reduction 
was  made  without  proper  notice;  that  the  first  notice,  of  June  13, 1895, 
relative  to  reduction  of  rate  only,  was  cancelled  by  the  later  notice  of 
August  10,  1895,  and  that  the  reduction  was  made  from  July  4, 1895, 
about  a  month  before  the  last  notice  was  received ;  that  the  claimant  was 
not,  therefore,  legally  reduced  under  the  act  of  December  21,  1893,  and 
restoration  of  payments  should  be  made;  and,  furthermore,  that  there 
was  no  authority  for  withholding  the  pension,  which,  for  the  future  at 
least,  it  is  admitted  is  a  legal  allowance. 

Regarding  the  first  objection  to  the  action  of  the  Bureau,  it  is  only 
necessary  to  state  that,  as  a  matter  of  equity,  there  can  not  be  a  ques- 
tion as  to  the  propriety  of  making  this  reduction  when  it  was  found  that 
through  the  mistake  of  a  clerk  in  transcribing  the  rate  and  disability 
allowed,  an  amount  had  been  granted  which  was  just  twice  as  much  as 
claimant  had  been  adjudged  entitled  to.  Especially  is  this  true  when 
the  evidence  on  file  only  justified  the  allowance  of  the  lesser  amount. 
And,  further,  the  right  of  the  Government  to  reimburse  itself  for  the 
amount  thus  paid  illegally  and  by  mistake  is  equally  well  settled,  both 
in  the  practice  of  the  Bureau  and  by  the  decisions  of  the  Department. 
The  whole  subject  of  reimbursement,  and  the  classes  of  cases  wherein 
the  same  may.  be  appropriately  made,  has  been  fully  discussed  in  the 
opinion  of  Assistant  Attorney  General  Shields  under  date  of  December 
3,  1889,  and  this  opinion  has  been  followed  in  the  practice  of  the 
Bureau.  (6  P.  D.,  297.)  Among  the  cases  cited  in  that  opinion  is  that 
of  Ebenezer  Bassett  (p.  304),  wherein  the  facts  were  exactly  parallel 
with  those  in  the  case  now  under  consideration,  the  amounts  in  that 
case  being  $6  and  $3,  where  in  this  case  they  are  $12  and  $6.  Refer- 
ring to  the  decision  of  the  appeal  in  said  case  of  Bassett,  it  is  stated : 

The  Secretary,  findiDg  that  the  payment  of  pension  at  $6  instead  of  $3  per  month 
was  the  result  of  a  clerical  error,  and  that  as  such  it  involved  a  mere  qnestion  of  hct 
and  not  one  of  judgment — that  it  wiis  an  error  of  computation  and  not  the  result  of  a 
mistaken  opinion  as  to  the  weight  of  evidence  or  the  application  of  the  law  thereto — 
held  that  the  Government  has  the  right  to  recover,  and  that  it  could  properly  withhold 
from  payments,  due  or  to  become  due,  for  the  purpose  of  aecwtvw^  "K^vrabwroement  of 
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moneys  thus  erroneonsly  paid.     He  said  if  the  qnestion  had  been  one  of  judgment  the 
case  might  be  different. 

And  this  decision  leads  appropriately  to  the  discussion  of  the  second 
objection  of  the  appeal^  viz,  that  the  allowance  of  812  instead  of  $6  per 
month  was  not  a  clerical  error,  but  was  made  deliberately,  as  evidenced 
by  the  inscriptions  on  the  face-brief.     This  objection  may  be  readily 
disposed  of  by  the  statement  of  a  fact  well  known  in  regard  to  the 
practice  of  the  Bureau  and  the  methods  of  making  up  a  brief.     When 
a  brief  containing  all  material  evidence  on  file,  and  with  an  appropriate 
face  or  form  on  which  final  action  is  to  be  indorsed,  has  been  submitted 
by  the  examiner  in  charge  of  the  case  it  is  given  to  a  legal  reviewer, 
who,  if  he  approves  the  case  for  allowance,  so  indorses  it  and  sends  it 
to  the  medical  referee,  whose  duty  it  is  to  state  by  indorsement  in  the 
proper  place  on  said  face  or  form  the  names  of  the  disabilities  which 
are  ratable  and  the  amount  of  the  rating.     This  constitutes  the  adjudi- 
cation of  the  claim.     The  rest  is  merely  clerical.     The  indorsement  in 
red  ink  and  in  large  characters  on  the  face-brief  is  made  by  a  clerk 
called  a  rater,  and  is  expected  to  embody  only  a  correct  statement  or 
transcription  of  the  action  of  the  legal  and  medical  reviewers  in  the 
adjudication  of  the  claim,  and  is  made  solely  for  the  purpose  of  ready 
reference,  and  as  a  guide  to  the  clerk  who  later  writes  out  the  certifi- 
cate of  pension.     In  so  far  as  this  transcription  or  indorsement  by  the 
rater  departs  from  the  indorsements  of  the  reviewers,  or  misstates  the 
action  taken  by  them,  it  is  without  authority  and  is  a  clerical  error. 
In  this  case,  just  as  in  the  case  of  Bassett  before  cited,  the  medical 
referee  had  rated  the  disability  (rheumatism  and  disease  of  heart)  at 
$6  per  month  and  had  so  indorsed  on  the  face-brief,  but  when  this 
action  was  transcribed  by  the  rater,  $12  was  substituted  for  $6,  and, 
the  mistake  not  having  been  discovered  in  time,  the  certificate  issued 
for  the  larger  amount,  and  pension  at  that  rate  was  paid  for  three  and 
a  half  years,  although  the  pensioner  was  not  entitled  to  it  by  reason  of 
any  evidence  in  his  claim,  or  by  any  action  that  had  been  taken  in  its 
adjudication. 

This  being  true,  there  arises  the  subject  of  the  proper  manner  of 
correcting  this  mistake  when  discovered,  and  how  recovery  shall  be 
made  of  the  amount  of  pension  overpaid  or  erroneously  paid.  And 
this  brings  up  the  third  objection  in  the  appeal,  relative  to  the  insuffi- 
ciency of  the  notice  given  claimant,  and  the  withholding  of  pension 
from  a  date  prior  to  the  expiration  of  the  notice  given.  An  examina- 
tion of  the  papers  and  of  the  action  taken  reveals  that  there  has  been 
nothing  illegal  or  irregular,  but,  on  the  contrary,  claimant  had  ample 
notice  in  conformity  with  the  act  of  December  21,  1893,  which  he  acted 
upon,  and  the  action  taken  was  fully  justified.  The  case  was  first  taken 
up  with  a  view  to  revision  under  a  prevailing  order  m  T^fet^iie.^  \j<^  ^V 
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such  claims,  and  after  examination  it  was  considered  that  the  amount 
pensioner  was  receiving  was  greater  than  he  was  entitled  to  for  the 
amount  of  disability  shown.  The  usual  notice,  dated  June  13, 1895, 
was  therefore  sent  to  him  to  show  cause  within  thirty  days  why  his 
rating  should  not  be  reduced.  In  response  to  this  notice  he  filed,  July 
3,  1895,  the  affidavits  of  two  physicians  to  the  effect  that  they  had 
treated  him  for  a  number  of  years  for  various  disabilities,  and  that 
they  did  not  consider  him  able  to  perform  more  than  half  the  labor  of 
a  sound,  able-bodied  man.  When  this  evidence  had  been  considered 
and  final  action  was  about  to  be  taken  it  was  discovered  that  the  cler- 
ical error  heretofore  referred  to  had  been  made,  whereupon  further 
action  was  suspended  and  another  notice,  as  contained  in  the  letter  of 
August  10,  1895,  already  quoted,  was  sent  to  claimant.  His  only 
response  to  this  notice  was  the  filing  of  a  new  declaration,  September  9, 
1895,  in  which  he  alleged  the  same  and  other  disabilities,  and  stated: 

This  declaration  is  made  to  secure  retention  at  $12,  act  1890,  or  if  reduced  to  $6,  as 
stated,  for  increase. 

This  response  shows  that  claimant  and  his  attorneys  fully  understood 
his  status  in  relation  to  the  pension  he  was  then  receiving,  and  the 
necessity  for  showing  he  was  entitled  to  that  pension.  The  thirty  days 
from  August  10,  1895,  expired  with  the  receipt  of  this  declaration,  and 
notwithstanding  it  was  not  a  proper  response  to  the  notice  regarding 
the  clerical  mistake  that  had  been  made,  and  the  Bureau  might  prop- 
erly have  taken  final  action  at  once,  such  action  was  still  kept  in 
abeyance,  and  claimant  was  accorded  a  new  medical  examination  under 
his  latest  application.  This  examination  was  held  October  23,  1895, 
and  it  may  be  stated  that  it  not  only  failed  to  show  that  claimant  was 
disabled  to  any  extent  that  would  entitle  him  to  $12  per  month  for  any 
portion  of  the  time  he  had  drawn  that  amoimt,  but  it  is  a  question, 
after  careful  examination  of  the  certificate,  whether  it  shows  him 
entitled  to  even  the  $6  per  month,  or  any  rate  at  all,  under  said  act. 

It  was  after  this  examination  was  received,  and  as  late  as  November 
13,  1895,  that  final  action  was  taken  and  the  reduction  was  ordered. 
The  course  pursued  by  the  Bureau  in  this  claim  not  only  shows  that 
claimant's  complaint  of  insufficient  or  illegal  notice  is  without  just 
foundation,  but  that  he  has  been  treated  with  exceeding  liberality. 

Then  the  only  point  remaining  to  be  considered  is  whether  the 
Bureau  was  authorized  to  withhold  the  pension  from  a  date  prior  to 
the  final  action  in  the  claim,  or  from  July  4,  1895,  as  was  done.  It 
may  be  stated  that  there  was  no  suspension  of  payments  ordered,  but 
July  4,  1895,  was  the  date  to  which  pension  had  been  last  paid,  and 
when,  upon  final  action  being  taken,  this  fact  was  discovered,  the 
recovery  was  made  to  begin  from  that  date.  Just  why  the  pension  had 
not  been  drawn  for  the  quarter  ending  October  4,\%^b,do^%\i!cA»^^^5ft»x, 
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The  right  of  the  Government  to  withhold  the  unpaid  pension  for  the 
period  referred  to,  or  for  any  other  period  until  the  amount  erroneously 
paid  was  recovered,  is  clear.  Under  rulings  heretofore  made  the  pen- 
sioner might  be  made  to  refund  the  excess  of  pension  paid  him  in  a 
case  of  this  kind,  and  while  under  the  act  of  December  21,  1893,  pay- 
ment of  his  pension  might  not  be  suspended  during  the  time  his  rights 
were  being  determined,  yet  when,  upon  final  adjudication,  it  wa«  dis- 
covered that  an  amount  of  pension  had  accrued  but  had  not  been 
actually  paid,  it  was  as  much  the  right  of  the  Government  to  retain 
such  sum  as  to  withhold  the  pension  accruing  in  the  future.  It  is 
money  rightfully  belonging  to  the  Government  and  not  to  the  pen- 
sioner, and  should  be  retained.  In  my  decision  of  May  9,  1895,  in  the 
case  of  Mary  J.  Rice  (7  P.  D.,  569),  this  subject  is  referred  to,  and  it 
is  therein  stated : 

But  when  the  decision  of  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  is  rendered  the  effect  thereof 
under  the  act  of  Decemher  21,  1893,  is  to  authorize  a  withdrawal  of  payment,  not  only 
as  to  such  illegal  part  which  hut  for  the  decision  might  thereafter  have  accrued,  but  as 
to  all  unpaid  pension  adjudged  illegal  under  that  decision. 

It  remains  but  to  reiterate  that  the  pensioner  has  at  no  time  been 
shown  to  be  entitled  to  a  higher  rate  of  pension  than  $6  per  month, 
and  all  he  has  received  in  excess  of  that  amount  was  in  contravention 
of  right  and  justice,  and  recovery  of  such  excess  in  the  manner  adopted 
by  the  Bureau  is  entirely  proper.  Thus  it  is  that  from  every  point  of 
view  the  action  of  the  Bureau  has  been  justified,  and  the  same  is 
affirmed. 


service— travel  pay-act  july  27,  189«-disbaxdment. 

Margaret  M.  Swann  (widow). 

Soldier  was  granted  bounty  land  in  18ol  on  the  ground  that  he  had  "actually  served 
one  month,"  and  was  also  allowed  pension  under  the  net  of  July  27,  1892,  on  the 
ground  that  he  serx'ed  thirty  days  in  the  Creek  Indian  War.  The  records  show  that 
he  was  enlisted  and  mustered  in  at  Columbus,  Ga.,  June  9,  183G,  aud  raustere<l  out 
with  the  company,  at  the  same  place,  July  7,  1836,  and  was  allowed  twelve  days' 
travel  pay,  six  from  his  home  to  place  of  rendez\'ous,  and  six  from  place  of  rendezvous 
to  his  home.     His  widow^s  claim  was  rejected  on  the  ground  of  insufficient  service. 

Eeid— 

1.  That  under  section  4701,  Revised  Statutes,  the  soldier's  service  for  pensionable  pur- 
poses did  not  necessarily  end  at  date  of  muster  out  but  continued  until  the  disband- 
ment  of  the  organization. 

2L  That  the  soldier's  right  to  penMon  having  been  conceded,  and  no  question  in  regard 
thereto  having  been  raised  during  his  lifetime,  the  burden  of  proof  is  on  the  Gov- 
ernment when  it  sets  up  the  plea  of  insufficient  service  against  the  widow's  claim. 

3.  That  it  has  not  been  proved  that  soldier  did  not  serve  thirty  du\?^. 
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Assistant    Secretary   John    M.  Reynolds    to    the    Commissioner    o^  Pensio 

May  9,  1896. 

This  widow^s  claim  for  pension  (No.  5,551),  under  the  act  of  July 
1892,  was  rejected  in  April,  1895,  on  the  ground  that  the  soldier,  Jai 
W.  Swann,  did  not  serve  thirty  days.     An  appeal  from  that  action  ^ 
filed  July  9,  1895,  which  was  erroneously  dismissed  on  July  16, 1^ 
on  the  ground  that  the  person  filing  the  same  was  not  the  attorney 
record  in  the  ca«e.     The  error  was  suheequently  corrected  and 
appeal  was  revived.     Pending  its  consideration  the  attorney,  on  Dee 
ber  16,  1895,  filed  another  appeal.     The  contention  in  botii  appeal 
substantially  the  same,  and  they  may  therefore  be  considered  and 
posed  of  together. 

The  claimant's  husband  served  in  the  Creek  Indian  war  (1836-lS 
as  a  private  in  Captain  LoyalPs  company  of  Georgia  A^olunteers. 
was  granted  a  pension  under  the  act  of  July  27,  1892,  and  drew 
same  until  his  death  on  December  19,  1893.     The  widow's  claim 
filed  May  21,  1894,  and  rejected  on  the  ground  above  stated.     It  isi 
tended,  on  appeal,  that  the  time  spent  by  the  soldier  in  marchmg  fi 
Covington,  Ga.,  to  Columbus,  Ga.,  the  place  of  rendezvous  for 
organization  in  which  he  served,  should  be  accounted  a  part  of 
service. 

The  soldier's  claim  appears  to  have  been  allowed  upon  reports 
nished  by  the  Second  Auditor  of  the  Treasury  Department  in  Octo 
1851,  and  May,  1856  (in  relation  to  his  claims  for  bounty  land),  to 
effect  that  he  served  from  June  9,  1836,  to  July  19,  1836,  a  perio< 
forty-one  days. 

Since  the  widow's  claim  was  filed  additional  reports  have  been 
cured  from  the  Treasury  and  War  Departments  from  which  it  app 
that  the  soldier  was  enrolled  June  9,  1836,  at  Columbus,  Ga.,  for  tl 
months,  and  mustered  in  on  the  same  day,  and  mustered  out  with 
company  at  the  same  place  on  July  7,  1836.  He  received  pay  for 
month  and  eleven  days  which  included  the  twenty-nine  days  elap 
between  his  muster  in  and  his  discharge  and  twelve  day's  travel- 
miles  from  his  residence  to  the  place  of  rendezvous,  and  120  miles  f 
the  place  of  discharge^back  to  his  home.  The  records  do  not  show 
place  of  rendezvous. 

Travel-pay  was  allowed  by  virtue  of  section  3  of  the  act  of  March 
1836  (now  section  1652,  Revised  Statutes),  which  provided  as  folic 

The  officers,  Donconimissioned  officers,  musicians,  artificers,  and  privates  sha 
entitled  to  one  day's  pay,  subsistence,  and  allowances  for  every  twenty  miles  travel 
their  places  of  residence  to  the  place  of  general  rendezvous,  and  from  the  place  of 
charge  back  to  their  residence. 

There  is  no  authority  of  law  to  support  the  cotvtft\it\o\i  of  tlie  a\ 
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lant  that  the  time  consumed  in  travel  from  the  place  of  residence  to 
-^e  place  of  rendezvous,  should  be  added  to  the  time  included  between 
the  dates  of  enlistment  and  discharge  to  find  the  number  of  days  service 
of  the  soldier. 
Section  1651,  Revised  Statutes,  provides: 

Whenever  the  militia  is  called  into  the  actual  service  of  the  United  States,  their  pay 
shall  he  deemed  to  commence  from  the  day  of  their  appearing  at  the  place  of  battalion, 
rvgimental,  or  brigade  rendezvous. 

This  section  fixes  the  date  from  which  they  are  to  receive  pay  proper 
as  soldiers  in  the  service  of  the  United  States,  and,  consequently,  the 
date  of  the  beginning  of  their  actual  service.  Accordingly,  I  held,  in 
the  case  of  David  J.  Bailey  (7  P.  D.,  173),  that  in  carrying  out  the  pro- 
visions of  the  act  of  July  27,  1892,  the  period  of  a  soldier's  service 
shoald  be  deemed  to  commence  from  the  date  at  which  he  appeared  at 
the  place  of  battalion,  regimental  or  brigade  rendezvous  designated  in 
proper  orders.     (See  also  Houston  v.  Moore,  4  U.  S.,  536.) 

As  to  the  termination  of  service  it  was  also  held  in  the  case  of  Bailey 
(supra),  that  the  period  of  service  ends  *^  at  the  date  the  soldier  reached 
the  rendezvous  on  his  return,  or  the  date  of  individual  discharge,  or 
date  when  the  organization  to  which  he  belonged  was  disbanded." 

Section  4701  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  is  applicable  here.     It  states : 

The  period  of  service  of  all  persons  entitled  to  the  benefits  of  the  pension  laws,  or  on 
account  of  whose  death  any  x)er9on  may  become  entitled  to  a  pension,  shaU  be  construed 
to  extend  to  the  time  of  disbanding  the  organization  to  which  such  persons  belonged, 
or  nntil  their  actnal  discharge  for  other  cause  than  the  expiration  of  the  service  of  such 
oi^ganization. 

As  was  said  in  deciding  the  case  of  Bailey  (supra) — 

Here  is  a  statute  which  fixes  not  the  date  of  a  soldier's  individual  discharge  (save  as 
excepted)  as  the  date  which  will  determine  the  time  when  service  for  pensionable  pur- 
poses expired,  but  the  date  when  the  organization  to  which  he  belonged  was  disbanded. 

By  section  5  of  the  act  of  July  27,  1892,  the  pension  laws  in  force  at 
the  date  of  its  passage,  which  were  not  inconsistent  or  in  conflict  with 
it,  were  made  a  part  of  said  act  so  far  as  they  might  be  applicable 
thereto. 

Now  we  do  not  know  when  or  where  the  organization  to  which  the 
claimant's  husband  belonged  was  disbanded.  It  was  recruited  or  organ- 
ized in  the  neighborhood  of  Covington,  Ga.,  which  was  more  than  a 
hundred  miles  from  the  place  of  discharge  and  very  likely  did  not  dis- 
band until  it  returned  to  that  place.  If  the  soldier  was  in  the  service 
for  pensionable  purposes  for  only  one  day  after  his  muster  out  at 
Columbus  it  is  sufficient  to  give  title  to  pension  under  the  act  of  July 
27,  1892,  to  either  him  or  his  widow. 

While  I  might  not  be  willing  to  grant  pension  to  the  soldier  (if  his 
claim  were  now  a  pending  one)  without  further  proot  a^  \/c^  \\i"fe\^\i^g5X\. 
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of  his  service,  I  do  not  think  that  we  should  insist  upon  such  proof 
being  furnished  by  the  widow.     The  Government  has  twice  conceded 
that  the  soldier  rendered  a  service  of  thirty  days ;  first,  by  the  grant  to 
him  in  1851  of  a  warrant  for  forty  acres  of  land,  the  law  at  that  time 
authorizing  such  grant  only  to  those  soldiers  who  had  "  actually  served 
one  month."     (See  act  of  September  28,  1866.)     And  second,  by  the 
allowance  of  his  claim  for  pension  under  the  act  of  July  27,  1892.    If 
he  had  been  advised  during  his  lifetime  that  there  was  a  doubt  as  to 
whether  he  served  for  thirty  days  or  not,  he  might  have  furnished  evi- 
dence to  remove  that  doubt.     The  facts  as  to  his  service  were  within 
his  personal  knowledge,  and  to  him  were  known  the  oflScers  and  com- 
i^des  by  whom  he  could  establish  those  facts.     He  was  permitted  to 
live  and  die  in  the  belief  that  his  right  to  pension  was  satisfactorily 
established,  and  that  his  widow  would  succeed  to  that  right.    To  no^ 
require  the  widow,  an  aged  woman  who  was  not  married  to  the  soldier 
until  long  after  his  military  service  had  terminated,  and  who,  presum- 
ably, knows  little  or  nothing  in  regard  to  such  service,  to  establish  anew 
his  title  to  what  the  Government  allowed  him  is  a  great  hardship.    She 
may  justly  claim,  I  think,  that  the  fact  that  he  was  a  pensioner  is  prima 
facie  evidence  of  her  title  so  far  as  the  length  of  his  service  is  con- 
cerned, and  that  unless  there  is  clear  and  positive  evidence  that  he  did 
not  render  a  service  (for  pensionable  purposes)  of  thirty  days  her  right 
to  pension  ought  not  to  be  disputed  on  the  ground  of  insufficient  service. 
It  is  considered,  therefore,  that  the  ground  of  rejection  is  untenable 
and  the  same  is  hereby  set  aside,  and  the  claim  reopened  for  adjudi- 
cation on  other  points. 


DECLARATIONS-ACT  JJTSE  87,  1890,  AND  MARCH  6,  1890. 

James  J.  Durkee. 

1.  An  original  declaration  or  application  for  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890^ 

which  does  not  show  (1)  that  the  daim  is  made  under  said  act;  (2)  that  the  appli- 
cant served  ninety  days;  (3)  that  he  was  honorably  discharged;  and  (4)  that  he  is 
Buffering  from  a  permanent  physical  or  mental  incapacity  for  earning  a  support  by 
manual  labor,  not  due  to  vicious  habits,  shall  be  held  void  and  of  no  efifect. 

2.  A  properly  executed  declaration  alleging  the  four  essentials  stated  above,  but  defective 

in  other  particulars — such  as  failing  to  specify  the  disiftbling  cause,  or  the  company 
and  regiment  in  which  claimant  served,  or  the  dates  of  enlistment  and  discharge,  or 
the  fact  whether  he  is  or  is  not  a  pensioner  or  claimant  for  pension  under  other 
laws — shall  be  deeme<l  a  valid  application  to  this  extent;  that  the  date  of  filing 
thereof  shall  be  the  date  of  commencement  of  the  pension  (if  allowed)  provide<l  the 
evidence  shall  show  that  a  pensionable  disability  existed  at  said  date;  but,  if  any 
such  particular,  other  than  the  four  essential  elements,  be  lacking,  the  claimant 
shall  be  advised  thereof  and  that  he  is  required  to  file  a  new  and  amended  declare- 
tion  curing  such  defect  before  the  claim  can  be  further  adjudicated. 
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3.  If  certain  disabling  caoaes  are  alleged  in  the  original  or  a  subsequent  declaration  and 

not  found  upon  medical  examination,  or,  being  found,  do  not  produce  a  pensionable 
disability,  but  others  are  fonnd  which  produce  or  contribute  to  an  inability  to  earn 
ft  support  by  manual  labor,  the  claimant  sliall  be  notified  of  his  right  to  file  a  new 
ftpplication  to  cover  such  unalleged  causes,  and,  the  new  application  having  been 
filed,  the  pension,  when  allowed,  will  oommenoe  from  the  date  of  filing  the  first 
application,  if  it  be  shown  that  a  pensionable  disability  then  existed ;  if  not,  then 
it  will  commence  from  the  date  of  filing  the  amended  declaration,  provided  it  is  a 
Tftlid  one,  and  therefore  every  new  declaration  filed  to  remedy  some  defect  in  the 
original  should  contain  all  averments  necessary  to  constitute  a  valid  declaration. 

4.  In  claims  for  increase  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  if  the  declaration  does  not 

specify  any  causes  of  disability  it  shall  be  deemed  a  claim  for  increase  on  account  of 
the  causes  already  accepted;  provided,  however,  that  if  the  examination  shall  show 
other  disabling  causes  the  claimant  shall  be  accorded  the  same  right  to  amend  his 
declaration  as  in  an  original  claim.  If  new  disabling  causes  are  alleged  in  an 
application  for  increase  the  same  averments  must  be  made  in  regard  to  such  dis- 
abling causes  as  are  required  in  original  claims.  And  in  all  cases,  when  increase  is 
allowed,  it  will  commence  from  the  date  of  the  suTgeon's  certificate  establishing  the 

^  same  as  provided  by  section  4698],  Kevised  Statutes. 

'  5.  Ruling  in  the  case  of  Charles  J.  Bryant  (7  P.  D.,  299)  modified  by  the  act  of  March 
6,1896. 

I      Amfiant  Secretary  John   M.   Reynolds    to    the    Commissioner    of  Pensioru^, 
*  June  17y  1896, 

The  appellant,  James  J.  Durkee,  filed  his  original  claim  for  pension 
under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  on  the  24th  of  July,  1890.  He  alleged 
that  he  was  enrolled  on  May  25,  1861,  as  sergeant  major  in  the  Four- 
teenth  regiment  of  Dlinois  Infantry  Volunteers,  in  the  service  of  the 
United  States,  and  served  at  least  ninety  days  during  the  war  of  the 
rebellion  and  was  honorably  discharged  on  the  24th  of  May,  1864,  and 
that  he  was  unable  to  earn  a  support  by  manual  labor.  He  did  not 
state  from  what  cause  or  causes  his  disability  originated.  On  the  27th 
of  May,  1892,  he  filed  an  afiidavit  in  which  he  alleged  that  his  disa- 
bOity  was  due  to  piles,  rheumatism,  and  disease  of  the  heart. 

On  the  6th  of  October,  1893,  Mr.  Burkee  filed  a  declaration  in  which 
he  stated  that  he  did  not  allege  in  his  original  application  the  causes 
from  which  his  disability  originated  for  the  reason  that  he  was  informed 
that  this  was  not  necessary.  He  asked  that  the  pension,  when  allowed, 
be  made  to  commence  from  the  date  of  filing  the  original  application, 
July  24,  1890. 

On  the  25th  of  May,  1894,  a  certificate  was  issued  to  allow  pension 
at  the  rate  of  $6  per  month  from  the  27th  of  May,  1892. 

From  the  action  making  the  pension  to  commence  from  the  date  of 
filing  the  second  application  an  appeal  was  taken  April  17,  1896,  the 
pensioner  contending  that  the  pension  should  be  allowed  from  July  24, 
1890,  for  the  reason  that  on  that  date  he  filed  an  application  for  the 
pension^  and  be  was  not  informed  that  said  claim  'w^oa  tvq\»  TEka.^"fe  Sx\. 
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proper  form  until  1892.  He  also  contends  that  the  pension  should  have 
been  allowed  at  the  rate  of  $12  per  month  from  the  date  of  the  original 
application. 

Your  action  relative  to  the  commencement  of  the  pension  was  in 
accordance  with  the  ruling  in  the  case  of  Charles  J.  Bryant  (7  P.  D., 
299),  wherein  I  held  that —  j 

If  DO  condition  or  disabling  cause  leading  to  inability  to  earn  a  sopport  by  maooal 
labor  be  alleged  in  an  original  application  or  declaration  said  application  or  declantion 
shall  be  held  void  and  of  no  effect. 

But  in  view  of  recent  legislation  by  Congress  it  becomes  necessary 
to  inquire  to  what  extent  the  ruling  in  the  Bryant  case  is  now  applica- 
ble in  the  administration  of  the  act  of  June  27, 1890. 

In  the  general  appropriation  act,  approved  March  6,  1896,  for  the 
payment  of  invalid  and  other  pensions  for  the  year  ending  June  30, 
1897,  it  is  provided: 

That  ^whenever  a  claim  for  pension  nnder  the  act  of  Jnne  twenty-seventh,  eighteen 
hundred  and  ninety,  1><^  been,  or  shall  hereafter  be,  rejected,  suspended,  or  dismissed, 
and  a  new  application  shall  have  been,  or  shall  hereafter  be,  filed  and  a  x^ension  has 
been,  or  shall  hereafter  be,  allowed  in  soch  olaim,  such  pension  shall  date  from  the  time 
of  filing  the  first  application,  provided  the  evidence  in  the  case  shall  show  a  pensionable 
disability  to  have  existed,  or  to  exist,  at  the  time  of  filing  such  first  application,  any- 
thing in  any  law  or  ruling  of  the  Department  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding. 

The  act  relates  solely  to  the  commencement  of  pensions  under  the 
second  section  of  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  and  is  restricted  in  its  appli- 
cation to  a  particular  class  of  cases,  viz.,  those  in  which  the  first 
application  filed  has  been  or  shall  hereafter  be  "rejected,  suspended,  or 
dismissed,"  and  subsequently  a  new  application  has  been  or  shall  be 
filed  and  pension  allowed.  In  every  such  case  the  pension  shall  com- 
mence from  the  date  of  filing  the  first  application,  provided  the  evidence 
in  the  case  shall  show  a  pensionable  disability  to  have  existed  at  that 
date. 

In  order  to  understand  the  precise  efiTect  of  this  enactment,  it  is 
necessary  to  see  what  rule  obtained,  previous  to  its  passage,  in  regard 
to  the  commencement  of  pensions  in  the  class  of  cases  to  which  it 
relates. 

In  the  case  of  Timothy  L.  Carley,  decided  on  appeal  August  18, 1893 
(7  P.  D.,  12),  I  held,  inter  alia,  as  follows: 

1.  That  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  gave  no  authority  for  commencing 
pensions  allowed  under  the  second  section  thereof  from  any  date  other 
than  the  date  of  filing  the  application. 

2.  That  where  an  application  was  filed,  and  the  proof  showed  that  a 
pensionable  disability  did  not  exist  at  the  date  of  filing,  no  issue  could 
be  made  and  the  claim  should  be  rejected. 

3.  That  no  claim  so  rejected  should  be  reopened,  except  on  an  aflS- 
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ivit  of  the  claimant  alleging  that  a  pensionable  disability  existed  at 
tbe  date  of  filing  the  application,  supported  by  evidence  tending  to 
prove  said  allegation. 

4.  That  where  an  application  was  filed  and  it  could  not  be  shown 
.  that  a  pensionable  disability  existed  at  the  date  of  filing,  but  such  disa- 
I  bility  was  shown  to  have  existed  subsequently,  then  before  pension 
i  c^oold  be  allowed  a  new  application  must  be  filed  and  the  pension,  when 

allowed,  would  commence  from  the  date  of  filing  such  new  application. 

5.  That  no  affidavit  filed  in  a  claim  would  be  accepted  as  an  applica- 
~     tion  unless  it  contained  all  the  requisite  allegations  to  constitute  a 

yalid  application  for  pension  under  the  act. 
I       Later,  in  the  case  of  Charles  J.  Bryant  (supra),  I  held  as  follows: 


i 


1.  If  no  ooBditdaQ  or  disBbling  CMue  leading  to  inability  to  earn  a  support,  by  mannal 
labor  be  alleged  in  an  original  application,  Bud  aj^cation  or  dec1ai»tion  shaU  be  held 
void  and  of  no  eflect. 

2.  If  certain  disabling  causes  are  alleged  bat  not  found  upon  examination,  but  otheis, 
ooallegied,  are  found  which,  in  their  nature,  are  kindred,  pathologically  connected  with 
or  easily  mistaken  for  those  actually  alleged  by  one  unacquainted  with  pathology,  and 
it  is  SQSceptible  of  proof  that  these  unalleged  causes  existed  when  the  declaration  m  as 
filed,  and  upon  proof  that  they  created  a  pensionable  condition  at  the  date  said  declara- 
tioD  was  filed,  pension  may  be  made  to  commence  from  the  date  of  filing  the  original 
application,  as  in  claims  under  the  general  law. 

3.  If  the  original  declaration  sets  forth  the  existence  of  certain  disabling  causes  and 
none  whatever  are  foand  upon  examination,  no  pension  may  be  allowed,  and  further 
adjudication  must  be  dependent  upon  the  filing  of  a  new  declaration. 

4.  If  certain  disabling  causes  are  alleged  and,  upon  examination  during  the  proces^s 

of  adjudication,  others,  dissimilar  and  not  easily  mistaken  for  those  alleged,  are  found 

which  contribute  to  an  inability  to  earn  a  support,  the  claimant  may  be  notified  of  his 

right  to  file  a  second  declaration  to  cover  these  causes  (unalleged)  found  upon  examina- 

tion  and,  upon  proof  that  these  newly  alleged  causes  existed  at  the  date  of  filing  the 

second  declaration,  jwnsion  may  be  made  to  commence  under  the  first  declaration  at  such 

rate  as  is  warranted  by  the  condition  arising  from  the  causes  therein  specified  and  a 

higher  rate  (if  warranted)  to  commence  from  the  date  of  filing  the  second  declaration, 

upon  proof  that  these  newly  alleged  causes  have  resulted  in  an  increased  inability  to 

earn  a  support  by  manual  labor.     Where,  however,  certificate  has  already  issued  under 

the  first  declaration,  the  increase  under  the  second  declaration  must  commence,  as  held 

in  the  Carley  case  (7. P.  D.,  12),  ''from  the  date  of  the  surgeon's  certificate  cbtablishiug 

the  increased  disability     »    ♦    *    as  provided  by  section  4698.J,  Revised  Statutes." 

This  proposition  is  applicable  where,  subsequent  to  the  filing  of  the  original  declara- 
tion, further  in  juries  are  received  or  diseases  contracted  which  of  themselves  warrant  a 
higher  rate. 

5.  In  cases  where  an  amendatory  affidavit  or  declaration  is  required  the  averments 
necessary  to  an  original  declaration  such  as  period  of  service,  honorable  discharge,  per- 
manency of  the  disabilities  named,  and  the  fact  that  they  are  not  due  to  vicious  habits 
must  be  alleged.  All  the  allegations  necessary  to  an  original  application  must  be 
supplied. 

6.  Where  a  claim  has  been  rejected  and  subsequently  evidence  is  filed  tending  to  show 
fiaud  on  the  part  of  the  examining  surgeons,  or  that  a  first  examination  was  lacking  in 
thoroughness  or  competency,  or  that  certain  disabling  causes  were  overlooked  or  ignored, 
and  it  is  show  a  to  the  satiataction  ot  the  Commissioner  of  PenaiOT^^  eVVXi^t  Vj  \fc<dX\oic3ivi^ 
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or  a  second  medical  examination,  that  the  causes  and  x)en8ionable  condition  did  exiat 
the  date  of  filing  the  original  declaration,  rejection  should  be  set  aside  and  pensioii  be 
made  to  commence  from  that  date. 

A  careful  examination  of  these  rulings  in  connection  with  the  act  of 
March  6,  1896,  will  show  that  the  only  cases  in  which  it  modifies  the 
former  practices  are  those  in  which  the  claim  was  rejected  on  account 
of  some  defect  in  the  original  application  or  declaration.  If  the  first 
application  needed  no  amendment  and  the  proof  showed  that  the  disa- 
bility on  account  of  which  pension  was  granted  existed  at  the  date  of 
filing,  the  pension  was  invariably  allowed  to  begin  from  that  date.  But 
where  the  original  application  did  not  contain  certain  averments  held  to 
be  necessary — as,  for  instance,  where  it  did  not  allege,  specifically,  the 
causes  of  inability  to  earn  a  support  by  manual  labor  upon  which  the 
claim  was  based,  or  did  not  allege  the  actual  disabling  causes  disclosed 
by  a  medical  examination — in  those  cases  it  was  held  that  a  new  appli- 
cation should  be  filed  and  that  the  commencement  of  pension  could  not 
antedate  the  filing  of  the  new  or  amended  application.  It  is  in  those 
cases,  evidently,  that  the  new  act,  which  is  remedial  in  its  nature,  was 
intended  to  operate. 

It  will  be  observed  that  it  does  not  interfere  with  the  rule  which 
requires  a  new  application  to  be  filed,  where  the  first  one  does  not  con- 
tain all  necessary  averments.  On  the  contrary,  its  operation  is  expressly 
limited  to  cases  in  which  ''  a  new  application  shall  have  been  or  shall 
hereafter  be  filed.'^  It  only  declares,  in  effect,  that  the  first  application 
shall  bo  deemed  sufficient  to  fix  the  date  of  commencement  of  the  pension. 

The  act  fails  to  define  what  shall  constitute  "an  application"  or 
"  claim  '*  sufficient  for  the  purpose  of  fixing  the  date  of  commencement 
of  pension  but  it  manifestly  does  not  mean  a  complete  and  perfect 
application,  otherwise  there  would  be  no  necessity  for  filing  a  "  new 
application." 

Although  the  "date  of  filing  the  application  "  cuts  a  very  considerable 
figure  in  pension  legislation  no  act  has  been  passed  stating  what  the 
essentials  of  an  "application"  are,  further  than  that  it  must  be  sworn 
to  before  an  officer  authorized  to  administer  oaths  for  general  purposes. 
(See  3  P.  D.,  128;  act  of  July  1,  1890;  and  7  P.  D.,  450.)  All  other 
essentials  are  left  to  be  prescribed  by  "  such  forms  and  regulations  as 
are  or  may  be  provided  in  pursuance  of  law  "  (section  4692,  Revised 
Statutes),  or  "  such  rules  and  regulations  as  the  Secretary  of  the  Inte- 
rior may  provide."     (Act  of  June  27,  1890.) 

The  essential  averments  to  a  good  declaration  under  the  act  of  June 
27,  1890,  were  stated  in  the  decision  in  the  case  of  Charles  J.  Bryant 
(supra),  as  follows: 

1.  That  the  claim  is  filwl  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

2.  The  company  and  regiment  in  which  the  claimant  served. 

3.  Date  of  enli.Htmeut  and  discharge. 
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,  That  be  has  served  at  least  ninety  days  daring  the  war  of  the  rebellion. 

That  he  has  been  honorably  dischaiged  from  said  service. 

That  he  is  suffering  from  a  mental  or  physical  disability  (naming  such  disability) 
;h  incapacitates  him  for  the  performance  of  manual  labor  in  such  a  degree  that  he  is 
)Ie  to  earn  a  support. 

That  the  disabilities  alleged  are  not  the  result  of  vicious  habits. 
The  fact  whether  claimant  is  or  is  not  a  pensioner  or  claimant  for  pension  under 
'laws. 

he  reasons  for  requiring  these  averments  were  fully  set  forth  in  said 
sion  and  need  not  be  restated.  They  are  believed  to  be  just  and 
onable  and  necessary  for  the  proper  and  orderly  adjudication  of 
ns.  The  question  to  be  now  considered  is  how  many  and  which  of 
B  averments  are  necessary  to  constitute  "  a  claim  for  pension  under 
let  of  June  27, 1890,"  within  the  purview  of  the  first  clause  of  the 
>f  March  6, 1896,  and  which  of  them  may  be  made  subsequently  by 
of  amendment? 

le  application,  or  declaration  (the  words  are  used  synonymously  in 
[)ensiou  laws),  is  the  applicant's  statement  of  the  basis  of  his  claim, 
iclaration  which  does  not  allege  any  of  the  facts  and  circumstances 
ssary  to  constitute  title  to-pension  is  manifestly  bad.    As,  for  example, 
man  should  simply  say  "  I  hereby  apply  for  a  pension,"  and  nothing 
i,  this  would  not  be  a  valid  application.     He  must  allege  sufficient 
to  show  at  least  a  colorable  title  to  pension,  otherwise  he  has  no 
iing  in  court.     He  can  not  be  recognized  as  an  applicant, 
hat  are  the  essentials  of  colorable  title  under  section  2  of  the  act 
une  27,  1890?     I  think  they  must  be  held  to  be : 
That  the  claim  is  made  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 
Ninety  days'  service  during  the  war  of  the  rebellion. 
Honorable  discharge. 

The  existence  of  a  permanent  physical  or  mental  incapacity  for 
ing  a  support  by  manual  labor,  not  due  to  vicious  habits, 
lese  are  the  four  conditions  which  constitute  the  foundation  of  every 
t  of  pension  under  the  act  and  section  above  stated.  They  mark 
,nd  define  the  class  of  soldiers  which  the  act  was  intended  to  benefit. 
;  to  the  other  matters  required  to  be  alleged  under  the  established 
;  and  regulations,  such  as  the  company  and  regiment  in  which 
ce  was  rendered,  the  dates  of  enlistment  and  discharge,  and  the 
fie  causes  of  disability,  their  obvious  purpose  is  to  facilitate  the 
iication  of  the  claim.  These  are  not  essential  elements  of  title, 
s^hile  they  should  be  averred,  their  omission  is  not  to  be  regarded 
tal  to  the  claim. 

mr  action  in  the  matter  of  the  commencement  of  pensions  under 
econd  section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  will,  therefore,  be  gov- 
1  by  the  following  rules  in  lieu  of  those  enunciated  in  the  Carley 
Bryant  deciaions: 
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1.  An  original  declaration  or  application  which  does  not  show  tk 
four  essential  elements  of  title,  hereinbefore  recited,  shall  be  held  void 
and  of  no  effect. 

2.  A  declaration,  properly  executed,  alleging  these  essential  elements 
of  title,  but  defective  in  other  particulars  under  the  rules  and  r^ula- 
tions  heretofore  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  shall  be 
deemed  a  valid  application  to  this  extent;  that  the  date  of  filing  thereof 
sliall  be  the  date  of  commencement  of  the  pension  (if  allowed),  provided 
the  evidence  shall  show  that  a  pensionable  disability  existed  at  said  date. 

3.  If  the  original  declaration  shall  fail  to  specify  the  disabling  cause 
or  causes  leading  to  inability  to  earn  a  support  by  manual  labor,  or 
shall  fail  to  contain  any  other  essential  averment,  the  claimant  shall  be 
advised  of  the  particulars  wherein  it  is  defective,  and  that  he  is  required 
to  file  a  new  and  amended  declaration  curing  said  defects  before  the 
claim  can  be  further  adjudicated. 

4.  If  certain  disabling  causes  are  alleged  in  the  original  or  any  sub- 
sequent declaration  and  not  found  upon  examination  or  (being  found) 
do  not  produce  a  pensionable  disability,  but  others  are  found  which 
produce  or  contribute  to  an  inability  to  earn  a  support  by  manual  labor, 
and  it  is  susceptible  of  proof  that  the  unalleged  causes  existed  when 
the  first  declaration  was  filed,  the  claimant  shall  be  notified  of  his  right 
to  file  a  new  application  to  cover  such  unalleged  causes. 

5.  A  new  and  amended  application  having  been  filed,  the  pension, 
when  allowed,  will  commence  from  the  date  of  filing  the  first  applica- 
tion upon  proof  that  a  pensionable  disability  then  existed,  at  such  rate 
as  the  degree  of  inability  to  earn  a  support  at  that  time  may  warrant, 
the  rate  thereafter,  up  to  the  time  of  the  adjudication,  to  be  determined 
by  the  degree  of  inability  to  earn  a  support  by  manual  labor  shown  by 
the  evidence,  as  in  the  allowance  of  arrears  of  pension  imder  the 
general  law. 

6.  A  new  declaration  filed  to  remedy  some  defect  in  the  original 
should  contain  all  the  averments  necessary  to  constitute  a  valid  appli- 
cation under  the  rules  and  regulations  heretofore  prescribed.  Other- 
wise, since  pension  can  commence  only  from  the  date  of  filing  a  valid 
declaration,  it  would  be  impossible  to  commence  the  pension  in  accord- 
ance with  the  law  in  cases  where  the  evidence  fails  to  show  the  exist- 
ence of  a  pensionable  disability  at  the  date  of  filing  the  original,  but 
establishes  the  existence  of  such  a  disability  at  the  date  of  filing  a  latei 
declaration. 

7.  In  all  cases  in  which  it  can  not  be  shown  that  a  pensionable  disa- 
bility existed  at  the  date  of  filing  the  original  application  the  pension 
will  commence  from  the  date  of  filing  any  later  application  from  whicli 
the  existence  of  a  pensionable  disability  is  shown,  without  regard  t<: 
the  time  at  which  the  specific  causes  of  disability  were  first  alleged. 
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8.  In  claims  for  increase  of  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890, 
if  the  declaration  does  not  specify  any  causes  of  disability  it  shall  be 
deemed  an  application  for  increase  on  account  of  the  causes  already 
accepted  ;  provided/  however,  that  if  the  examination  shall  show  other 
disabling  causes  the  claimant  shall  be  accorded  the  same  right  to  amend 
his  declaration  as  in  an  original  claim.  If  new  disabling  causes  are 
alleged  the  same  averments  must  )>e  made  in  regard  to  them  as  are 
required  in  claims  for  original  pension.  And,  in  all  cases,  increase 
when  allowed  shall  commence  from  the  date  of  the  surgeon's  certificate 
establishing  the  increased  disability,  as  provided  by  section  4698^ 
Revised  Statutes. 

Applying  these  rales  to  the  case  now  under  consideration,  it  is  appa- 
rent that  the  application  filed  July  24,  1890,  must  be  regarded  as  valid 
and  that  the  pension  must  commence  from  that  date,  provided  the 
claimant  has  proved,  or  shall  hereafter  prove,  that  a  pensionable  disa- 
bility then  existed.  Your  action  is  set  aside,  and  the  claim  is  hereby 
reopened  for  readjudication  in  accordance  with  the  act  of  March  6, 1896, 
and  the  rules  above  enunciated. 


AMPUTATION-ARTIFICIAL.  LIMB-ACT  AUGUST  4,  1880. 

William  A.  Till. 

1.  Under  the  act  of  August  4,  1886,  the  rate  of  $45  per  month  is  aUowetl  only  for  the 

loea  of  either  an  arm  at  the  shoulder  joint  or  a  leg  at  the  hip  joint,  or  so  near  the 
joint  as  to  prevent  the  use  of  an  artificial  limb.  No  other  condition  of  the  ann  or 
stump  maybe  considered  in  determining  title  under  this  act  except  the  point  of 
nearness  of  the  amputation  to  the  joint. 

2.  The  middle  of  the  humerus  has  been  fixed  as  the  furthest  point  from  the  shoulder 

joint  that  will  prevent  the  use  of  an  artificial  arm. 

AmstarU  Secretary  John   M,    Reynolds    to    the    Commissioner   of   Pensions^ 

May  9,  1896. 

This  appeal  filed  March  9,  1896,  insists  that  the  action  of  the  Bureau 
of  March  3,  1896,  was  erroneous  in  the  refusal  to  order  a  medical  exam- 
ination in  the  claim  for  increase  filed  February  7,  1896,  and  in  not 
allowing  the  increased  rate  of  pension  as  claimed. 

The  pensioner  is  receiving  $36  per  month  on  account  of  the  amputa- 
tion of  the  right  arm  above  the  elbow.  The  claim  for  increase  alleged 
that  the  amputation  was  *^  so  near  the  shoulder  joint  as  to  prevent  the 
use  of  an  artificial  limb,"  and  for  that  reason  claimant  was  entitled  to 
$45  per  month,  under  the  act  of  August  4,  1886. 

In  considering  this  claim  the  Medical  Referee  in  a  slip  dated  February 
26,  ^896,  gave  the  opinion  that — 
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Another  examination  is  not  warranted.     The  amputation  of  the  right  arm  \ras  below     i 
the  middle  of  the  humerus,  and  this  fact  is  admitted  h j  the  claimant  and  his  attoneT 
in  connection  with  the  present  claim ,  so  that  there  is  no  ground  for  increase  or  reratiDg. 

A  similar  opinion  was  given  March  7,  1892. 

The  appeal  contends  that  the  act  does  not  provide  or  require  that 
the  amputation  of  the  arm  shall  be  exactly  at  the  middle  of  the  humerus, 
but  only  that  it  shall  be  **  so  near  the  joint  as  to  prevent  the  use  of  an 
artificial  limb."     He  urges  also  that  the  admission  of  the  claimant, 
"  that  the  amputation  of  arm  is  below  the  middle  of  the  humerus," 
does  not  warrant  the  Bureau  in  rejecting  the  claim  in  advance  of  a 
medical  examination,  and  in  refusing  to  order  such  examination  to    - 
determine  definitely  whether  the  amputation  is  so  near  the  joint  as    - 
to  prevent  the  use  of  an  artificial  arm.     He  further  states  that  claim-    - 
ant's  admission  was  only  that  the  length  of  the  stump  was  the  merest 
trifle,  perhaps  one-fourth  of  an  inch,  more  than  half  the  length  of  the 
humerus,  aud  that  this  is  immaterial,  the  only  test  being  whether  the 
pensioner  can  wear  an  artificial  arm.     And  a  medical  examination  is 
an  absolute  prerequisite  to  ascertain  this  fact  exactly  and  officially. 

In  the  certificate  of  medical  examination  of  pensioner  March  9, 18S7, 
it  is  stated : 

Right  arm  amputated  below  the  surgical  neck.  Length  of  remaining  portion  of 
humerus,  measuring  from  acromion  to  lower  end  of  humerus,  7k  inches.  Motion  of 
shoulder  joint  unimpaired.  Ck)nsiderable  atrophy  of  muscles  about  the  shoulder  and 
the  stump,  no  more  liowever  than  would  be  natural  from  non  use.  Cicatrix  in  good 
condition.  No  nodules  or  tender  places  iu  it.  A  fairly  good  condition  of  the  soft  parts 
surrounds  the  lower  cud  of  the  bone.  Says  he  wore  an  artificial  arm  for  a  few  mouths 
in  18()8  or  '(Jf),  l)ut  gave  it  up  on  account  of  the  discomfort  it  occasioned  him.  We  think 
he  could  use  an  artificial  arm  as  well  as  most  any  one  with  an  equal  length  of  stump. 

In  June,  1891,  Dr.  A.  J.  Gawne  made  this  statement: 

I  find  the  right  arm  amputated  through  the  middle  third,  leaving  a  stump  about  seven 
inches  iu  length.  I  think  the  bone  would  measure  six  aud  one-half  inches  if  the  soft 
tissues  on  the  eud  were  removed.  The  left  arm  from  acromion  to  external  condyle 
measures  thirteen  inches,  making  the  stump  the  merest  trifle  (one-fourth  inch  perhaps) 
more  than  half  the  length  of  the  left  humerus  by  a  rigid  application  of  the  rule  of  meas- 
urement. But  the  scar  at  the  end  of  stump  is  very  tender  and  is  immediately  over  the 
end  of  the  bone  so  that  the  least  touch  causes  pain,  and  iu  consequence  of  this  bad  con- 
dition of  the  stump  he  suffers  much  from  neuralgia,  the  pain  always  seeming  to  radiate  or 
start  from  this  scar.  I  am  certain  that  it  would  be  impossible  for  him  to  wear  an  artificial 
arm  with  any  comfort  or  advantage,  so,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the  stnmp  may  ))e  a 
trifle  more  than  half  the  length  of  the  left  arm,  I  think  it  should  be  classed  with  those 
that  do  not  exceed  this  measurement,  as  the  trifle  additional  length  is  of  no  possible  use 
to  him  and  would  not  be  even  if  it  was  two  inches  longer. 

The  question  involved  in  this  case  has  been  fully  considered  and  dis- 
cussed in  previous  decisions.  (John  W.  Curran  and  Oliver  H.  Petted, 
5  P.  D.,  1  and  412 ;  Daniel  F.  Hammell,  7  P.  D.,  224.) 

The  act  of  August  4,  1886,  provides  a  rating  of  836  per  month  for  such 
pensioner  a.s  shall  have  lost  either  an  arm  at  or  a\iov%  tW  ^Wio^  ot  ^\fe% 
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at  or  above  the  knee,  or  been  totally  disabled  in  the  same.  No  point  of 
amputation  above  the  elbow  or  knee,  whether  one  inch  or  several  inches, 
ia  here  indicated,  and  it  is  plain  that  the  intention  wad  to  provide  for 
the  loss  of  the  entire  arm  or  leg,  or  the  use  of  the  same  for  all  purposes, 
except  as  limited  by  the  next  clause  of  the  act,  when,  if  the  amputation 
is  at  the  shoulder  joint  or  hip  joint,  or  so  near  the  joint  as  to  prevent  the 
use  of  an  artificial  limb,  a  rating  of  $45  per  month  is  provided.  The 
only  point  then  to  be  determined  is,  what  is  an  amputation  so  near  the 
joint  as  to  prevent  the  use  of  an  artificial  limb  ? 

In  reaching  such  determination  it  is  clear  that  three  things  should 
not  Ije  lost  sight  of:  First,  that  proximity  to  the  joint  is  an  essential  of 
the  amptttation  ;  second,  that  the  length  of  the  stump  should  be  only 
snch  as  will  permit  the  artificial  limb  to  be  attached  and  used  practi- 
cally and  without  discomfort ;  and  third,  that  no  other  condition  of  the 
istump  as  tenderness  or  imperfect  covering  of  the  bone  should  be  con- 
sidered.    These  matters  were  settled  in  the  first  decision  referred  to, 
that  of  Curran.     In  the  opinion  of  the  Medical  Referee  upon  which  the 
decision  was  in  part  founded,  it  is  stated : 

In  interpretiDg  the  act  of  Congrets  iu  this  class  of  cases,  I  believe  we  are  limited  to 
theqnestion  of  nearness  of  amputation  to  the  joint,  as  this  is  the  only  condition  lumud 
in  the  clause.  In  determining  the  point  of  nearness,  or  the  length  of  stump  admitting 
the  use  of  an  artificial  limb,  I  believe  the  law  contemplated  the  practical  use  of  such  a 
limb,  since  there  may  be  a  wide  difference  between  the  ability  to  wear  an  artificial  limb 
when  this  U  done  merely  for  ornament  or  by  a  man  of  leisure,  and  the  wearing  or  using 
oi  &  limb  when  demanded  for  utility  by  a  pei-son  having  to  make  use  of  it  in  gaining 
his  livelihood. 

But  it  was  necessary  to  have  some  standard  by  which  to  determine 
the  point  of  nearness  to  the  joint,  and  that  decision  in  fixing  such  point 
placed  it  at  the  middle  of  the  bone,  measurin^^  from  the  acromion  process 
to  the  outer  condyle  of  the  humerus,  and  among  other  reasons  for  thus 
fixing  the  point  of  nearness  it  was  stated  : 

As  anatomical  reasons  why  the  middle  point  of  the  l>one  should  be  taken,  I  have  to 
state  that  it  will  be  found  in  the  arm  that  the  insertion  of  the  deltoid  or  the  great  mus- 
cle which  lilts  the  arm  away  from  the  body  reaches  exactly  to  the  middle,  while  most  of 
the  other  muficles  about  the  shoulder  are  inserted  above  this  point.  If  these  muscles 
remain  in  their  full  length,  or  have  not  been  cut,  there  is  apt  to  be  much  le«s  atrophy, 
and  their  action  npon  the  stump  of  bone  as  an  efficient  leverage  for  an  artificial  limb  is 
more  apt  to  be  retained. 

Another  anatomical  fact  is  that  the  nutrient  artery  of  the  shaft  enters  the  bone  just 
above  its  middle,  and  it  may  be  reasoned  that,  if  this  has  not  been  ii\jured  in  the  ampu- 
tiUion,  the  bone  and  surrounding  tissues  are  more  apt  to  be  preserved. 

A  shorter  stump  than  is  here  described  is  always  more  difficult  to  retain  in  tlie  socket 
of  the  artificial  limb,  and  the  additional  strapping  and  tightness  required  causes  chafing 
and  inability  to  use  it  for  any  length  of  time. 

In  the  second  decision  referred  to  (that  of  Petted),  the  following  lan- 
gaage  is  used : 

j».  n. — VOL.  S 11 
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By  the  express  terms  of  said  act  the  proximity  or  nearness  of  the  point  ofampatatioD 
of  the  limb  to  the  joint  is  made  the  sole  and  only  ciilerion  by  which  the  ability 
pensioner  to  use  an  artificial  limb  and  his  right  to  the  rate  of  $45  per  month  is  to k 
determined.     No  other  circumstance  or  condition  preventing  the  use  of  an  artificial limo 
can  be  considered.     In  other  words,  if  the  arm  has  been  amputated  at  a  point  ^bii)i 
affords  ample  and  sufficient  length  of  stump  to  permit  the  use  of  an  artificial  limb,  tbe 
pensioner  is  not  entitled  to  the  rate  of  $45  per  month  under  the  provisions  of  the  at't  of 
August  4 J  1886,  even  though  the  sensitive  or  diseased  condition  of  the  stamp  or  other 
existing  conditions  may  absolutely  preclude  the  use  of  an  artificial  limb. 

Thus  the  basis  of  title  to  the  rating  of  $45  per  month  was  construed 
in  strict  conformity  to  the  language  of  the  law,  but  the  most  liberal 
interpretation  possible  was  given  in  Hxing  the  point  where  the  amputa*- 
tion  of  an  arm  would  be  "  so  near  as  to  prevent  the  use  of  an  artificial 
limb."  So,  in  this  case  under  consideration,  the  fact  upon  which  the 
attorney  lays  so  much  stress  that  the  scar  at  the  end  of  the  stump  is 
tender,  that  the  least  touch  causes  pain,  and  pensioner  suffers  from 
neuralgia  therein,  can  not  be  allowed  to  enter  into  the  determination 
of  his  title  to  the  higher  rate,  but  the  other  fact  shown  that  the  point 
of  amputation  was  below  the  middle  of  the  humerus  and  the  stump  ifl 
seven  or  seven  and  one-half  inches  long,  must  govern  the  decision  of 
pensioner's  right  to  increase  of  rate. 

The  view  herein  set  out  must  necessarily  obtain  in  general,  although 
it  may  seemingly  work  hardship  in  particular  cases  where  the  inability 
to  wear  an  artificial  limb  arises  from  some  other  condition  of  the  stump 
than  its  shortness,  because  the  law  expressly  declares  that  the  point  of 
amputation  is  the  only  thing  to  be  ascertained  and  considered.  In  one 
case,  that  of  Edson  W.  Lyman,  decided  by  Assistant  Secretary  Bussey 
(6  P.  D.,  88),  the  above  rule  seemed  to  be  departed  from  to  the  extent 
of  allowing  the  $45  per  month  on  other  groimds  than  the  point  of  ampu- 
tation, but  that  decision  has  not  been  regarded  as  a  precedent  and 
might  be  overruled  if  its  practical  effect  was  to  control  in  other  cabos. 
But  the  facts  in  that  case  were  peculiar  and  were  taken  as  either  bring- 
ing it  within  the  rule,  or  as  constituting  warrantable  exception.  In  the 
first  place  the  exact  length  of  the  stump  was  never  ascertained,  the 
evidence  varying  on  that  point.  Then  the  masclesH)f  the  should. t  and 
the  deltoid  muscles  were  so  atrophied  and  wasted  as  to  have  no  strength, 
and  the  stump  was  thus  held  close  to  the  body  so  it  could  not  be  raised. 
It  was  virtually  as  if  the  arm  was  off  at  the  shoulder  joint,  or  evei] 
worse.  Still,  this  was  a  condition  considered  outside  the  rule  authorized 
by  the  law,  and  the  action  taken  was  only  applicable  to  that  particulai 
case. 

In  the  case  at  bar  it  is  not  pretended  that  pensioner  has  not  th< 
strength  in  the  stump  to  manage  an  artificial  arm,  and  ho  admits,  ai 
the  evidence  shows,  that  the  amputation  was  below  the  middle  of  the 
humerus,  while  it  is  further  shown  that  he  has  worn  an  artificial  arm 
aud  ho  wight  do  so  again  but  for  the  lender  con^iWi^cm.  ol  \^^  ^\.\3l\x^^. 
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Aooording  to  the  rule  enunciated  in  the  decisions  cited  pensioner  is 
not  entitled  to  a  higher  rating  than  he  is  now  receiving  on  account  of 
the  loss  of  his  arm,  and  the  action  of  the  Bureau  in  declining  to  order 
another  examination  and  in  denying  the  increase  claimed  seems  fully 
justified.    That  action  is  affirmed. 


bointy  laxd— disloyalty— sectiox  s480,  revised  statutes. 

Martha  M.  Welsh  (widow). 

1.  Applicants  for  bounty  land  under  the  act  of  March  3,  1855  (section  2425,  fieviaed 
Statutes),  mnst  show  that  during  the  late  rebellion  against  the  authority  of  the 
United  States  they  -were  known  to  be  opposed  to  such  rebellion  and  distinctly  in 
favor  of  its  suppression.     (Sec.  3480,  Rev.  Stat. ) 

%  A  pardon  does  not  authorize  the  allowance  of  a  bounty-land  claim  to  a  person  whose 
sympathies  were  not  known  to  be  against  the  late  rebellion  and  in  favor  of  its 
suppression. 

Aaislant  Secretary   John    if,    Meynolds   to    the    CommissioTter   of   Pensions^ 

June  IS,  1896. 

Appellant,  as  the  widow  of  John  Victor  Welsh,  late  private  in  Captain 
A-  Well's  company  Mississippi  Militia,  war  of  1812,  filed  her  application 
for  a  bounty-land  warrant  April  15,  1879,  alleging  that  said  soldier 
served  in  said  organization  from  March  2,  1813,  to  March  2,  1814,  and 
that  he  died  November  5,  1845. 

The  claim  was  rejected  February  20, 1896,  on  the  ground  that  claimant 
had  failed  to  prove  her  loyalty  as  required  by  section  3480  of  the  Revised 
Statutes. 

April  28, 1896,  claimant's  attorney  filed  an  appeal  from  said  decision, 
ia  which  it  is  contended  that  the  record  shows  tliat  sbe  ^'  never  aided 
or  abetted  the  rebellion,"  and  that  as  applicant  was  capable  of  taking  a 
irarrant  at  the  time  the  act  of  1855  was  passed,  evea  if  she  had  been 
iisloyal  afterwards  she  should  not  be  deprive  d  of  the  benefit  of  said  act. 

Section  3480  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  under  which  this  claim  was 
•ejected,  is  as  follows : 

It  shall  be  unlawful  for  any  officer  to  pjiy  any  account,  claim,  or  demand,  cij^ainst  the 
Jnited  States  which  accrued  or  existed  prior  to  the  thirteenth  day  of  April,  tighti-en 
imidred and  sixty-one,  in  favor  of  any  person  who  promoted,  encouraged,  or  in  tmy 
oanner  sustained,  the  late  rebellion,  or  in  favor  of  any  ])erson  uho,  during  such  rebellion, 
ras  not  known  to  be  opposed  thereto,  and  distinctly  in  favor  of  its  suppression;  and  no 
ordon  heretofore  granted,  or  hereafter  to  be  granted,  shall  authorize  the  payment  of 
Doh  account,  claim,  or  demand,  until  this  section  is  modified  or  rci)ealed.  But  this 
ection  shall  not  be  construed  to  prohibit  the  payment  of  claims  fcmnded  upon  contracts 
oade  by  any  of  the  Departments,  where  such  claims  were  assigned  or  contracted  to  be 
ssigned  prior  to  the  first  day  of  April,  eighteen  hnndied  and  sixty-one,  to  the  creditors 
ff  such  contractors,  lojaJ  citizens  of  loyal  States,  in  paymoul  ol  (Ve\>\^  \\\cxirc«Qi  ^Tvwt  V> 
be  JSrst  day  of  March,  eighteen  hn  mired  and  sixtv-^ne. 
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December  18,  1877,  Secretary  Schurz,  in  the  case  of  Watt  T.  Cluve 
rious  (Dig.  1886,  p.  76),  held  that— 

Persons  who  aided  or  abetted  the  rebellion  are  not  entitled  to  bounty  land  under  tli> 
act  of  March  3,  ia'>5.     (Sec.  2425,  et  seq.,  Rev.  Stat.) 

And  Acting  Secretary  Gorham,  October  19, 1876,  in  the  case  of  W.  H 

Ketchum  (Dig.  1885,  p.  76),  held  that- 
Proof  of  loyalty  is  required  of  persons  residing  in  the  late  insurrectionary  States  i  i 

claims  for  bounty  lands. 

The  same  was  also  held  by  Assistant  Secretary  Hawkins  in  the  claiii 
of  Thomas  B.  Booth  (2  P.  D.,  299),  son  of  Richard  Booth. 

In  an  opinion  rendered  by  Attorney  General  Devens  February  20 
1878  (15  Op.,  450),  upon  request  of  the  President,  he  held  that — 

The  prohibition  contained  in  the  joint  resolution  of  March  2,  1867  (the  provisioDso 
which  are  embodied  iu  section  3480,  L'cvised  Statutes),  is  applicable  to  claims  for  boont] 
land;  the  intent  of  Congress  bein^  to  iucliule  therein  all  manner  of  claims  and  demands 
not  only  pecuniary,  but  other  claims  as  well. 

In  the  cases  of  Cluverious  (supra)  and  Benjamin  H.  May  (Dig.  1885 
p.  70),  it  was  held  by  this  Department  that — 

Pardon  by  the  Executive  for  participation  in  the  late  rebellion  does  not  authorize  th( 
allowance  of  bounty  land,  the  right  to  which  is  the  subject  of  a  claim  against  the  Got 
ernment  and  is  governed  by  the  provisions  of  the  joint  resolution  of  March  2,  lt<b7 
(Sec.  3480,  Rev.  Stat.) 

It  will  be  observed  that  said  section  goes  further  than  section  471C 
Revised  Statutes,  and  makes  it  unlawful  for  any  ofl&cer  to  pay  an; 
account,  claim,  or  demand  against  the  United  States  "  in  favor  of  an; 
person  who,  during  such  rebellion,  was  not  known  to  be  opposed  theretc 
and  distinctly  in  favor  of  its  suppression ;  and  no  pardon  heretofor 
granted,  or  hereafter  to  be  granted,  shall  authorize  the  payment  of  sue! 
account,  claim,  or  demand  until  this  section  is  modified  or  repealed. 
This  section  has  been  uniformly  held  to  apply  to  claims  for  bounty  lauc 

In  this  case  an  affidavit  was  prepared  for  and  executed  by  claiman 
in  which  the  words  *^  that  her  sympathies  were  against  the  rebellio: 
and  in  favor  of  its  suppression,"  appearing  therein,  were  erased,  froi 
which  it  would  appear  that  claimant  was  not  loyal  to  the  United  States 
nor  were  her  sympathies  against  the  rebellion  and  in  favor  of  it 
suppression. 

And  in  the  joint  affidavit  prepared  for  claimant's  witnesses,  Dr.  an 
Mrs.  Turner,  the  following  words  were  erased  before  execution,  viz : 

That  they  regarded  her  as  being  loyal  to  the  United  States  Government,  and  again 
the  rebellion  and  in  favor  of  its  suppression,  *  *  *  but  her  sentiments  were  loyi 
to  the  old  flag  under  which  her  dead  husband  fought. 

Her  affidavit  and  that  of  Dr.  and  Mi*s.  Turner  states  that  **  she  did  nc 
aid  or  abet  the  Confederate  Government,  nor  hold  office  thereunder. 
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which  is  the  only  evidence  in  the  case  relative  to  her  loyalty  to  the 
United  States  or  sympathies  against  the  rebellion. 

These  affidavits  appear  to  have  been  prepared  by  claimant's  attorneys 
in  this  city,  on  blanks  printed  in  this  city,  and  mailed  to  her  in  Alabama, 
and  the  erasures  were  made  with  the  same  colored  ink  as  the  signatures 
thereto  were  made  with,  and  instead  of  proving  that  her  sympathies 
were  known  to  be  against  the  rebellion  and  in  favor  of  its  suppression, 
indicate  the  contrary. 

Under  the  construction  given  said  section  from  its  passage  to  the 
[in^sent  time,  claimant  has  not  shown  herself  to  be  entitled  to  a  bounty- 
land  warrant.     (See  Order  No.  38,  Dig.  1885,  p.  77.) 

I  have  examined  the  Lesuer  case  (4  P.  D.,  202),  to  which  my  attention 
has  been  called,  wherein  the  only  evidence  on  the  subject  of  loyalty  was 
that  she  had  no  interest  in  the  war  on  either  side — was  neutral — but 
(lid  not  aid  or  abet  the  rebellion. 
Under  the  law  I  am  quite  confident  that  decision  was  wrong. 
The  case  under  consideration  is  in  about  the  same  condition,  leaving 
f.  out  of  consideration  that  the  portions  of  the  prepared  affidavits  stating 
that  she  was  loyal  to  the  flag  and  her  sympathies  were  against  the  rebel- 
lion and  in  favor  of  its  suppression  were  erased,  which  fact  is  convincing 
to  my  mind  that  she  was  not  loyal  to  the  United  States. 

I  have  also  considered  section  5  of  the  act  of  March  9,  1878,  and 
think  it  only  applies  to  pensioners  under  that  law  and  former  laws  for 
service  in  the  war  of  1812  and  Indian  wars. 

If  it  applies  generally  and  is  not  confined  to  pensioners  it  must  apply 
to  every  other  class  of  claims. 

Since  its  passage  the  Couii;  of  Claims  and  the  United  States  Supreme 
Court,  in  the  case  of  Hart  v.  United  Stixtes  (15  C.  CI,  414;  16  C.  CI, 
459,  and  118  U.  S.,  62),  held  that  under  section  3480,  Revised  Statutes, 
when  it  appeared  that  a  petitioner  in  the  Court  of  Claims  was  not  loyal 
to  the  United  States  and  in  favor  of  suppressing  the  rebellion  the 
petition  must  be  dismissed,  showing  that  section  3480  was  not  consid- 
ered repealed  by  the  act  referred  to. 
Your  action  rejecting  her  claim  was  therefore  proper  and  is  affirmed. 


BOABUS  OF  EXAMINING  SURGEONS-EXAMINATIONS— ACT  OF 

JULY  25,  188«. 

Byron  A.  Predmore. 

1.  Whenever  a  claimant  shall  have  been  ordered,  and  appears  before  a  board  of  examining 
Burgeons  for  examination,  all  the  members  of  such  board  shall  participate  i  n  such 
examination  and  no  certificate  twm  sach  board  will  be  accepted  ^Vv\viYv  lss.V\s  \Ci  ^or^ 
this  fact,  save  only  in  cases  where  a  claimant  on  appearinyj.,  and  ^tid\v\^  «k\«s&  xi^wki- 
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ber  of  sni^eons  than  the  fall  board  present,  shall  consent,  in  writing  on  soch 
certificate,  to  be  examined  by  the  members  of  said  board  then  present. 

2.  The  secretary  of  the  board  shall  certify  on  the  bock  of  the  certificate  the  names  of  all 

the  members  of  the  board  who  were  present  and  participating  in  snch  eicamination, 
and  when  a  full  board  have  participated  in  the  examination,  the  certificate  of  the  1 
secretary  of  the  bjard  will  suffice  ;  but  in  case  a  full  board  is  not  pre^nt  the  appli-  j 
cant  may  refuse  to  be  examined  and  appear  at  a  later  day  before  a  fnll  board.         ; 

3.  These  rules  shall  take  effect  only  from  the  1st  day  of  October,  1896,  and  arv  not 

intended  to  disturb  cases  heretofore  adjudicated,  in  good  faith,  according  to  ibe  ^ 
practice  heretofore  existing  in  the  Bureau  of  Pensions.  I 

Assistant   Secretary   John    M,    Reynolds   to    the   Commissioner    of  Perxtim^ 

June  30^  1896. 

I  have  considered  your  communication  relative  to  my  decision  ren- 
dered January  25, 1896,  in  the  case  of  Byron  A.  Predmore,  CompaDy 
C,  Third  Few  York  Cavalry,  No.  1,166,471. 

In  that  case,  the  soldier  had,  on  April  22,  1896,  filed  a  claim  for 
pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  alleging  his  inability  t^  earn  a 
support  by  manual  labor,  on  account  of  affection  of  right  testicle  and 
appendages,  disease  of  digestive  and  urinary  organs,  rheumatis^m  and 
resulting  disease  of  heart  and  general  debility,  with  both  hands  crippled, 
and  muscles  and  cords  drawn  up. 

On  June  6,  1895,  he  was  ordered  to  report  to  the  board  of  examining 
surgeons  at  Napa,  Cal.,  which  he  did ;  but  was  examined  Jane  26, 1895, 
by  the  president  of  said  board,  the  other  members  being  absent,  as 
shown  by  the  certificate  of  examination. 

The  claim  was  rejected,  September  18,  1895,  on  the  ground  that  no 
ratable  disability  was  shown  under  the  said  act. 

The  claimant  appealed  from  that  action,  November  4, 1895,  contending 
that  his  medical  examination  was  defective,  because  a  quorum  of  the 
board  of  examining  surgeons  was  not  present. 

Upon  consideration  of  the  issue,  after  an  examination  of  the  act  of 
July  25,  1882,  relative  to  examinations  by  boards  of  surgeons,  the 
appeal  was  sustained,  and  a  reexamination  by  a  board  of  examining 
surgeons  was  directed,  as  preliminary  to  a  further  consideration  of  the 
claim  on  its  merits.     In  that  decision  it  was  held  that — 

It  was  the  duty  of  a  majority  at  least  of  said  examining  hoard  to  be  present  at  the 
date  of  examination,  and  a  failure  upon  their  part  is,  in  my  judgment,  sufficient  giouiul 
for  reversal. 

You  point  out,  in  your  communication,  what  seems  to  you  will  be  the 
serious  consequence  of  the  enforcement  of  the  rule  announced  in  Pred- 
more's  appeal  by  saying : 

Should  this  be  carried  out  in  general,  thousands  of  long  ago  adjudicated  cases  would 
be  afl'ected,  both  cAses  in  which  increase  has  been  allowed,  as  well  as  those  in  which  it 
has  been  rejected.     *    *    * 
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Tou  add : 


I 


It  has  often  happened,  and  will  often  happen ,  that  two  members  of  a  board  are  absent 
throngb  various  causes,  and  the  fact  of  such  absences  are  noted  on  the  certificate.  It 
frequently  occurs  that  members  of  a  board  live  at  some  distance  from  the  place  of  meet- 
ing, and  it  as  frequently  occurs  that  the  claimant  has  to  travel  some  distance  to  the  place 
nf  meeting.  In  stormy  weather  it  may  happen  that  two  non-resident  members  of  a 
board  can  not  get  to  the  place  of  meeting,  and  the  resident  member  of  the  board  makes 
the  examination,  perhajis  an  excellent  one,  to  accommodate  the  claimant.  *  *  * 
Shall  I  refuse  to  admit  or  reject  a  case  on  such  a  certificate  ? 

The  Departmental  action  in  Predmore's  case  is,  after  due  considera- 
tion, adhered  to. 

The  question  involved  is  one  of  law.  What  practice  is  authorized  by 
the  act  of  Ck)ngre8s  r^ulating  the  use  of  boards  of  surgeons  ?  Section 
4  of  the  act  of  July  25, 1882,  provides: 

That  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  is  hereby  authorized  to  appoint  surgeons  who, 
under  his  control  and  direction,  shall  make  such  examination  of  pensioners  and  claimants 
for  pension  or  increased  pension  as  he  shall  require  ;  and  he  sliall  organize  boards  of 
8oigeou8,  to  consist  of  three  members  each,  at  such  points  lu  each  State  as  he  shall  deem 
neoeasary,  aud  all  examinations,  so  far  as  practicable,  shall  bo  nuide  by  the  boards,  and 
DO  examination  shall  be  made  by  one  surgeon  excepting  under  such  circumstances  a^ 
make  it  impracticable  for  a  claimant  to  present  himself  before  a  board.     *    *    * 

The  fee  for  each  examination,  and  satisfactory  certificate  thereof,  shall  be  $2  to  each 
member  when  made  by  a  board,  and  $2  when  made  by  one  surgeon  :  Provided,  That 
when  a  claimant  is  so  disabled  as  not  to  be  able  to  present  himself  to  a  board  of  suigeons 
for  examination,  the  Commissioner  may  order  a  surgeon  to  make  the  examination  at  the 
claimant's  residence  ;  and  the  fee  for  such  examination  shall  be  $'2,  in  addition  to  the 
payment  of  the  actual  traveling  expenses  of  the  surgeon  :  Provided  further^  That  no  fee 
(^hall  be  allowed  or  paid  to  any  member  of  such  board  of  examining  surgeons  who  docs 
not  actually  participate  in  such  examination  and  sign  the  certificate  thereof. 

I  understand  this  law  to  mean  that  it  was  the  intention  of  Congress 
to  give  to  applicants  for  pension  the  benefit  of  the  judgment  of  three 
medical  men,  instead  of  one,  in  ascei*taining  the  nature  and  extent  of 
his  disability.  When  the  statute  says  that  all  examinations  shall,  so 
far  as  practicable,  be  made  by  the  boards,  I  understand  it  to  mean  that 
wherever  a  claimant  is  near  enough  to  a  board  to  utilize  its  service,  the 
examination  shall  be  by  the  board.  This  view  is  strengthened  by  the 
prohibition  of  the  statute  expressed  as  follows : 

And  no  examination  shall  be  made  by  one  surgeon  except  under  sach  circum8tam;es 
as  make  it  impracticable  for  a  claimant  to  present  himself  before  a  board. 

I  do  not  understand  that  by  this  is  meant  that  the  claimant  shall, 
without  regard  to  his  wishes,  be  examined  by  one  member  of  a  board, 
in  the  absence  of  the  other  members,  when  he  has  reported  to  such 
board  for  examination.  But  I  do  understand  it  to  mean  that  resort 
shall  be  had  to  a  board  when  it  is  accessible,  and  not  to  a  single  surgeon. 
As  to  what  circumstances  would  make  it  impracticable  for  a  claimant 
to  present  himself  before  a  board,  my  understaiKAing  \ft  t\\^\i  ^X\^^^  ^CiT<\»» 
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have  reference  solely  to  the  contiguity  or  remoteness  of  such  board,  and 
the  physical  capacity  of  the  claimant  to  attend.  Plainly,  therefore,  it 
seems  to  me,  that  the  intention  of  the  law  was  to  confer  upon  the 
claimant  the  right  to  have  the  judgment  and  experience  of  three  men 
rather  than  one  ;  nor  can  the  claimant  be  deprived  of  this  right,  against 
his  own  desire. 

The  proviso  "  that  no  fee  shall  be  allowed  or  paid  to  any  member  of 
such  board  of  examining  surgeons  who  does  not  actually  participate  in 
such  examination  and  sign  the  certificate  thereof"  does  not,  Id  my 
judgment,  confer  warrant  for  examination  by  a  less  number  than  the 
full  board  when  a  claimant  reports  to  such  board  for  examination ;  and 
the  proviso  that  "  the  member  or  members  not  participating  in  tbe 
examination  shall  not  be  paid,"  in  my  judgment,  relates  to  and  is  limited 
by  the  preceding  proviso : 

That  when  a  claimant  is  so  disabled  as  not  to  be  able  to  present  himself  to  a  board  of 
surgeons  fur  examination,  the  Commissioner  may  order  a  surgeon  to  make  tbe  examina- 
tion at  the  claimant's  residence. 

By  this  I  understand  that  when  a  claimant  who  has  been  ordered 
before  a  board,  is  so  disabled  as  not  to  be  able  to  go  to  the  board,  tbe 
Commissioner  of  Pensions  may  order  a  surgeon  from  such  board  to  go 
to  him,  and  examine  him  ;  but  such  examination,  although  made  by  a 
member  of  the  board,  shall  not  be  regarded  as  a  board  examination,  and 
no  fee  shall  be  allowed  or  paid  to  any  member  of  such  board  of  examin- 
ing surgeons  (i.  e.,  of  the  board  from  Avhich  the  surgeon  is  selected  to 
make  the  examination)  who  does  not  actually  participate. 

It  will  bo  observed  that  the  statute  itself  has  specified  the  only 
instance  in  which  an  examination  by  a  single  member  of  a  board  is 
authorized,  to  wit:  in  a  case  where  the  claimant,  having  an  order  to 
report  to  a  board,  is  so  disabled  as  not  to  be  able  to  do  so. 

This,  however,  is  not  intended  to  exclude  the  right  of  the  Commis- 
sioner to  direct  an  examination  by  a  single  surgeon  in  localities  where 
no  boards  have  been  appointed,  or  where  it  is  not  practicable  to  employ 
the  service  of  a  board  in  making  such  examination. 

The  inference  of  law  seems  irresistible  that,  in  all  other  cases,  when 
a  claimant  is  ordered  to  be  examined  by  a  board  of  examining  surgeons, 
the  whole  board  must  participate  in  the  examination. 

It  has  come  to  the  knowledge  of  the  Dt'partmpnt  that  great  evils  have 
grown  up  in  connection  with  this  law. 

Recent  in  vostigations  ili.sclos('  the  fact  that  frequently  when  a  claimant, 
in  obediencM*  t  >  his  orderj^,  reports  to  a  board  of  surgeons  for  examina- 
tion, he  finds  present  sometimes  only  two  members,  sometimes  only 
one,  of  siiid  board ;  notwithstanding  which  the  examination  proceeds, 
without  reference  to  his  desire,  and  if  adverse  to  the  claimant,  results 
in  the  rejection  of  his  claim,  without  the  benefit  of  the  judgment  of  the 
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fall  board,  which,  perchance,  may  have  greatly  modified  the  conclusion 
reached.     This  is,  in  effect,  a  denial  to  the  claimant  of  a  statutory  right, 
conferred,  beyond  doubt,  for  the  express  purpose  of  calling  to  the  aid  of 
tlie  Government,  in  fairly  adjudicating  a  claim,  the  wisdom  and  aggre- 
l^ated  experience  of  three  advisers  instead  of  one;  and,  at  the  same  time, 
inia.ranteeing  to  the  claimant  whatever  benefit  may  lie  in  such  a  course. 
But  even  beyond  this  it  has  been  found  that  not  only  have  examina- 
tions, required  to  be  made  by  a  board,  been  made  by  a  single  member 
of  such  board,  but  fees  have  been  paid  for  such  examination  to  those 
members  of  such  boards  who  did  not  participate  in,  or  were  not  even 
present  at,  the  examination  of  the  claimant  upon  the  following  state- 
ment under  the  head  of  **  fees  due  "  on  the  quarterly  account  of  the 
l)oard,  viz : 

I  certify  that  I  was  present  and  made,  iq  connection  with  other  members  of  the  board, 
the  examinations  charged  for  in  this  oolnmn. 

Moreover,  this  is  not  a  single  statement  signed  by  three  surgeons,  but 
each  surgeon  of  the  three  is  required  to  specifically  make  such  statement, 
and  sign  his  name  thereto. 

In  one  instance  it  was  shown  that  the  accounts  of  a  certain  board 
showed  the  attendance  of  every  member  of  the  board  at  each  examina- 
tion, and  his  participation  in  the  same,  and  fees  for  the  full  board  were 
claimed  and  paid,  when,  in  fact,  one  member  thereof  had  not  participated 
in  said  examinations,  nor  been  present,  at  all,  being  actually  away  from 
the  State,  for  about  six  months.  This  is  by  no  means  an  isolated  case ; 
and  while  it  is  true  that  recovery  was  efl'ected  in  that  instance,  and  two 
members  of  the  board  were  indicted  in  the  court  of  the  United  States, 
and  convicted,  and  sentenced,  for  perpetrating  this  fraud  upon  the  Grov- 
erament,  it  nevertheless  may  serve  to  emphasize  the  necessity  for  such 
a  change  in  the  practice  as  will,  if  possible,  lessen  the  likelihood  that 
the  Government  shall  be  so  imposed  upon. 

To  remedy  this  and  other  improper  practices,  I  deem  it  necessary  to 
lay  down  certain  rules,  founded  as  I  believe  in  the  law,  conformity  to 
which  will  give  to  claimants  a  right  to  which  they  are  entitled  under 
the  statute,  and  will  tend  to  discourage  and  prevent  practices  that 
are  fraudulent  and  illegal. 

It  is  to  be  regretted  that  such  practices  are  found  to  exist ;  but,  being 
ascertained,  it  becomes  necessary  to  guard  agaiust  tlicm. 

The  act  of  July  25,  1882,  is,  in  so  far  as  it  deals  with  the  subject  of 
medical  examinations  of  claimants  for  pension,  mandatory  in  its  terms. 
There  is,  therefore,  no  alternative  course,  and  it  must  be  enforced. 

The  act  in  question  requires  that  each  claimant  shall  be  ordered  before 
a  board  of  surgeons,  when  it  is  practicable  to  send  him  before  such 
board;    and   when   he  presents  himself  before  that  board,  it  further 
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reqaires  that  the  examination  to  be  made  shall  be  made  by  the  board, 
and  not  by  one  member  thereof. 

This  is  not  unreasonable ,  but  is  within  the  very  reason  of  the  law, 
which  is  that  the  experience  of  three  men  and  their  knowledge  of 
diseases  and  their  pathology  will  be  more  valuable  than  that  of  one 
in  ascertaining  the  existence  and  extent  of  disability  from  any  and  all 
alleged  causes. 

Examining  surgeons  generally  seek  appointmeut  in  that  capacity 
with  reference  to  the  i)ecuniary  benefits  to  be  derived  therefrom.  It  is 
but  fair,  therefore,  that  they  should  be  required  to  earn  that  benefit  by 
performing  the  duty  required  of  them  by  the  law. 

The  following  rules  are,  therefore,  laid  down  to  govern  the  practice 
of  your  Bureau  in  such  cases : 

.  1.  Whenever  a  claimant  shall  have  been  ordered  before  a  board  of 
examining  surgeons,  and  shall  appear  for  examination,  all  the  members 
of  said  board  shall  participate  in  said  examination ;  nor  will  any  certifi- 
cate be  accepted  from  such  board  which  fails  to  sbow  that  all  the 
membere  of  the  board  participated  therein,  save  only  and  except  that 
in  case  the  claimant,  on  appearing,  shall  find  a  less  number  of  surgeons 
than  the  full  board,  the  examination  may  proceed,  with  the  consent  of 
the  claimant,  expressed  in  writing  on  the  certificate,  reciting  such  fact, 
and  agreeing,  nevertheless,  that  the  examination  shall  proceed ;  and  in 
that  case  such  claimant  shall  be  held  to  have  waived  the  privilege  of 
the  statute  relative  to  examination  by  a  full  board. 

2.  The  secretary  of  each  board  shall  certify-,  on  the  back  of  the 
certificate,  as  follows,  viz: 

I  hereby  certify  that  Dr. ,  Dr. ,  and  Dr.  ,  were  peraonally  present 

and  actually  participated  in  the  examination  of ,  the  claimant  in  this  caae. 

When  a  full  board  is  shown  to  have  participated,  the  certificate  of 
the  secretary  of  such  board  will  suffice.  But,  in  cases  where  a  less 
number  of  surgeons  are  present  than  the  full  board,  the  claimant  may, 
if  he  so  desire,  refuse  to  be  examined,  and  appear  at  a  later  day  before 
the  full  board. 

Should  he,  however,  be  willing  that  the  examination  shall  proceed 
without  the  attendance  of  the  full  board,  in  such  case  the  secretary  of 
the  board  shall  specify  by  name  in  his  certificate  the  members  of  the 
board  present,  whereupon  the  applicant  shall  subjoin  the  following 
certificate,  viz: 

I,  (name) ,  the  applicant  for  (increase  or  original)  pension  referred  to  in  this 

medical  certificate,  hereby  consent  to  be  examined  by  (Dr.  and  Dr.  )  the 

examining  surgeons  here  present. 

3.  These  rules  shall  take  effect  only  from  the  1st  day  of  October 
proximo,  so  as  not  to  interfere  with  nor  confuse  the*  Te\\d\t\)a\i of  fljooounta 
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br  the  current  quarter ;  not  being  intended  to  disturb  cases  that  have 
heretofore  been  adjudicated,  in  good  faith,  according  to  the  practice 
heretofore  existing  in  your  Bureau. 


insajte  person8-decl.arations-potvbrs  of  attornby. 

Joel  Ames  (insane). 

1.  Where  a  person  has  not  been  judicially  declared  insane,  nor  confined  in  an  aeylom 

or  public  institution  for  the  care,  keeping,  and  treatment  of  the  insane,  he  may 
prosecute  a  claim  for  pension  in  person. 

2.  A  declaration  for  pension  may  be  made  by  a  person  non  compos  mentis,  but  if  it 

appear  that  he  was  at  the  time  of  executing  the  same,  or  thereafter  becomes  inca- 
pable of  ondei-Btanding  the  nature  of  his  claim,  and  incapable  of  prosecuting  the 
nme,  the  case  must  thereafter  be  prosecuted  by  the  next  friend,  guardian,  or  com- 
mittee of  such  x)erson. 
3w  Where  a  pereon  has  been  judicially  declared  insane,  or  is  confined  in  an  institution 
(or  the  safe  keeping,  care  and  treatmenjb  of  the  insane,  he  mu^^t  prosecute  his  or  her 
claim  by  next  friend,  guardian,  or  committee;  but  payment  will  be  made  only  to 
the  qualified  guardian  or  committee. 

4.  A  power  of  attorney  to  prosecute  a  pension  claim  executed  by  a  claimant  iJter  having 

been  judicially  declared  insane,  or  while  confined  in  an  asylum  for  the  insane  will 
not  be  recognized,  and  the  attorney  filing  the  same  should  be  so  notified. 

5.  A  power  of  attorney  executed  by  a  person  who  has  not  been  judicially  declared  insane 

nor  confined  in  an  asylum  for  the  insane  or  other  public  institution  for  the  care  and 
keeping  of  insane  persons,  though  the  party  was  icsane  at  the  time,  will  be  recog- 
nized until  repudiated  by  the  claimant,  his  guardian  or  committee  before  the  com- 
pletion of  the  claim;  but  if  the  attorney  so  apx)ointed  enters  into  the  prosecution 
of  the  claim  in  good  faith,  without  notice  of  the  insanity  of  the  claimant,  and  has 
rendered  valuable  service  in  the  claim,  and  is  properly  conducting  the  prosecution  of 
the  same,  he  will  be  protected  in  his  rights  as  in  other  cases. 

Auigtant    Secretai^   John   M.   Reynolds    to    the    Commmion^r    of    PeimonSy 

June  IS,  1896, 

I  have  considered  the  question  submitted  by  your  communication  of 
March  19,  1896,  in  the  case  of  Joel  Ames,  late  of  company  G,  Tliirty- 
5rst  Illinois  Volunteer  Infantry,  Certificate  No.  895,067,  viz:  Should  a 
leclaration  for  increase  of  pension,  in  which  it  is  stated  that  the  appli- 
ant  is  an  inmate  of  an  asylum  for  tho  insane,  executt^d  by  the  applicant 
a  his  own  proper  person,  be  accepted?  And  if  so,  should  tho  power  of 
attorney  contained  in  such  declaration  be  accepted  or  rejected  ?  J'.t, 

In  the  case  of  Joseph  Crawford  (7  P.  D.,  582),  I  held  that  a  person 
ion  compos  mentis  and  without  a  committee  or  guardian  may  file  a 
'alid  declaration  for  pension  by  his  next  friend,  applying  the  ruling  in 
he  case  of  Simon  P.  Showalters  (7  P.  D.,  478),  as  to  the  filing  of  a  dec- 
aration  by  the  next  friend  of  a  minor. 
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In  the  Showalter  case  I  held  that  a  minor  claimant  may  file  a  declare-  *; 
tion  for  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  and  prosecute  the  same, 
in  person,  by  guardian  or  next  friend,  but  that  before  payment  of  the 
pension  a  guardian  must  be  appointed  to  whom  the  pension  would  be 
paid  when  he  should  be  duly  qualified,  overruling  the  case  of  the  minors 
of  William  Martini,  which  held  that — 

Under  the  act  of  Jane  27,  1890,  as  under  the  general  law,  the  beneficiary  or  the  dulj 
constituted  legal  guardian  must  execute  and  file  the  declaration  for  pension. 

In  the  Showalter  case  I  said : 

Under  the  general  law  a  minor's  pension  commences  from  the  accroing  of  right  thereto, 
and  not,  as  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  from  the  date  of  filing  an  application  therefor. 
It  is  because  of  this  radical  difference  existing  between  the  general  law  and  the  new  hv 
that  errors  occasioning  mere  delay  under  the  former  law  result,  when  the  same  practice 
is  followed  under  the  latter,  in  deprivation  and  defeasance  of  right  to  pension.  lu  the 
Martini  r.ppeal  uniformity  of  practice  in  applications  by  the  same  class  of  claimants 
under  different  laws  was  the  principle  on  which  the  case  was  decided  aud  the  object 
sought  to  be  obtained.  The  effect  of  the  decision  upon  the  rights  of  helpless  and  deserv- 
ing claimants  was  not  foreseen. 

• 

Infants  are  regarded  by  the  law  as  lacking  in  judgment  and  under- 
standing sufficient  to  enable  them  to  guard  their  own  interests,  and  the 
law  protects  them  against  their  own  improvidence  or  designs  of  others 
by  allowing  them  to  avoid  any  act,  contract,  or  conveyance  not  mani- 
festly for  their  interests,  to  which  they  are  parties,  and  to  place  them- 
selves in  statu  quo. 

It  is  upon  this  ground  that  there  is  a  want  of  rational  and  deliberate 
consent,  that  the  contracts  and  other  acts  of  idiots,  lunatics,  and  other 
persons  non  compos  mentis,  are  generally  deemed  to  be  invalid  in  courts 
of  equity.     (1  Story  Eq.  Jur.,  sec.  223.) 

The  acts  of  the  infant  are  voidable,  while  the  acts  of  a  person  non 
compos  mentis  maj^  or  may  not  be  either  void  or  voidable. 

But  an  executed  contract  of  a  non  compos  mentis  for  necessaries, 
bona  fide  supplied,  stands  on  the  footing  of  an  infant's  contracts  for 
necessaries.     (La  Kue  v.  Gilkyron,  4  Pa.  St.,  375.) 

In  order  to  invalidate  the  contract  of  a  person  of  unsound  mind,  it 
must  be  shown  that  it  was  the  direct  result  of  the  insanity  alleged. 
The  mere  fact  of  delusion  or  insanity,  if  unconnected  with  the  act  under 
judicial  consideration,  is  not  sufficient  to  relieve  the  person  who  attempts 
to  set  it  up  as  a  ground  of  disability.  (Am.  &  Eng.  Ency.  of  Law,  vol, 
11,  p.  132.)  Thus  where  a  deed  was  sought  to  be  avoided,  it  was  held 
that  a  man  may  be  a  monomaniac  on  a  particular  subject,  but  if  tlic 
deed  has  no  connection  with  his  morbid  condition  it  will  be  sustained. 
(Elkin  ?'.  McCracken,  32  Leg.  Intel.  Pa.,  405,  cited  in  Am.  &  Eng.  Ency. 
of  Law,  vol.  11,  p.  133.)  So  some  acts  of  a  non  compos  mentis  may  be 
valid,  some  voidable  and  some  void.  Thus,  in  the  case  of  Susan  E. 
Findley  (2  L.  I).,  101),  the  l)epartmiM\t  \\iAd  \\\a\.,  ^\\ei  \v^N\\i^\i^^.^xw 
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insane  after  making  a  homestead  entry,  upon  the  recovery  of  her  mental 
fueulties  she  might  go  upon  the  land  and  complete  the  period  of  resi- 
iience  and  cultivation  required  by  the  law  and  make  her  final  proof  in 
lier  own  proper  person. 

In  Likens  v  Connelly  et  al.  (13  L.  D.,  541),  it  was  held  that  a  home- 
-.t€ad  entry  made  by  a  party  who  had  previously  been  adjudged  insane 
was  void  ab  initio.     This  was  based  upon  the  theory  that  the  claimant 
was  presumed  not  to  possess  sufficient  iiftelligence  t(f  comply  with  the 
r^uirements  of  the  law  as  to  residence,  improvements,  and  cultivation. 
In  the  case  of  Alden  v,  Ryan  (12  L.  D.,  GOO),  it  was  held  that  a  relin- 
quishment of  a  homestead  entry  executed  by  a  person  of  unsound  mind 
prior  to  a  judicial  determination  of  his  legal  status,  is  not  absolutely 
void,  but  voidable  by  himself,  his  heirs  or  devisees. 

With  certain  exceptions,  an  agreemenf  of  an  insane  person  imme- 
diately connected  with  and  growing  out  of  his  insanity  is  voidable  and 
not  void.  (Am.  &  Eng.  Ency.  of  Law,  vol.  11,  p.  133.)  And  transac- 
tions that  are  neither  void  nor  necessarily  binding  must  stand  until  they 
are  regularly  assailed  by  some  one  whose  position  or  interest  warrant 
him  in  assailing  them.     (Campbell  v.  Kuhn,  45  Mich.,  513.) 

Among  the  exceptions  to  the  general  rule  are  contracts  for  necessaries, 
money  borrowed  and  properly  applied  to  pay  off  liens ;  in  cases  where 
a  person  in  good  faith  enters  into  a  contract  with  another  apparently 
saae,  and  the  contract  is  executed  and  an  adequate  consideration  paid, 
I  wiiere  consideration  can  not  be  restored  by  tlie  lunatic  or  those  who 
'  represent  him  so  as  to  put  the  parties  in  statu  quo.  In  such  cisrs  the 
coQtract  can  not  be  set  aside  by  the  lunatic  or  his  committee.  (Am.  & 
Eng.  Ency.  of  Law,  vol.  11,  p.  136.) 

The  deed  of  an  insane  person  in  the  absence  of  a  statute  on  the  sub- 
ject is  only  voidable,  not  void.  (Am.  &  Eng.  Ency.  of  Law,  vol.  11,  p. 
146,  and  authorities  there  cited.) 

From  the  authorities  it  would  appear  that,  as  a  general  rule,  lunatics 

may  do  any  act  that  an  infant  might.     An  infant  on  reaching  his 

majority  may  repudiate  certain  of  his  contracts  made  during  infancy, 

as  may  a  lunatic,  upon  recovering  his  understanding,  repudiate  certain 

of  his  contracts  executed  during  the  period  of  his  insanity.     But  though 

a  person  be  insane  he  miy  make  a  contract  or  execute  a  deed,  and  if 

the  deed  has  no  connection  with  his  morbid  condition  it  will  be  sustained. 

In  view  of  the  foregoing  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  a  declaration  for 

pension  executed  by  an  insane  person  stands  on  the  same  footing  as  one 

executed  by  an  infant,  and  that  the  rule  ennmerated  in  the  Showalters 

case  as  to  minors  is  equally  applicable  to  persons  non  compos  mentis ; 

especially  in  cases  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  or  increase  cases 

wherein  to  hold  a  declaration  invalid  would  result  in  deprivation  and 

defeasance  of  pension  for  a  certain  period  at  least,  and  liotixv^T^Vj  <^^^- 

Bioning  delay  in  enforcing  a  right. 
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As  stated  by  you,  iu  the  communication  referred  to— 

I  fail  to  see  any  reason  why  a  broad  and  liberal  rule  should  not  be  applied  to  the  oueg 
of  insane  pensouB.  They  art;  a  peculiarly  unfoitunate  class,  and,  moie  perhaps  than aoy 
other  class,  need  the  bounty  which  the  United  States  have  conferreil  ujx>u  pereons  witbis 
the  provisions  <»f  their  |)en8ion  laws. 

As  in  many  instances  persons  confined  in  an  institution  for  the  care 
and  treatment  of  the  insane  have  been  found^o  have  sufficient  unde^ 
standing  to  intelfigently  prosecute  a  claim  for  pension,  and  are  able  to 
accurately  and  intelligently  relate  the  history  of  their  service  and  their 
cases,  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  it  would  be  unjust  and  unwise  to  reject 
a  declaration  filed  by  such  a  person  as  void ;  as  we  have  seen  that  such 
person  could  not  even  repudiate  certain  contracts  or  deeds  if  it  appeared 
that  at  the  time  of  their  execution  he  had  sufficient  understanding  with 
regard  to  the  subject  to  take  care  of  his  own  interests,  while  in  case  of 
infants  they  might  repudiate  them  on  becoming  of  proper  age. 

I  therefore  hold  that : 

1.  Where  a  person  has  not  been  judicially  declared  insane,  nor  con- 
fined in  an  asylum  or  public  institution  for  the  care,  keeping,  and  treats 
ment  of  the  insane,  he  may  prosecute  such  claim  in  person. 

2.  A  declaration  for  pension  maj'  be  made  by  a  person  non  eomp(^ 
mentis,  but  if  it  appear  that  he  was  ut  the  time  of  executing  the  tjame. 
or  thereafter  becomes  incapable  of  understanding  the  nature  of  his  claim 
and  incapable  of  prosecuting  the  same,  the  case  must  thereafter  be 
prosecuted  by  the  next  friend,  guardian,  or  committee  of  such  person. 

3.  Where  a  person  has  been  judicially  declared  insane,  oi-  is  confined 
in  an  institution  for  the  safe  keeping,  care  and.  treatment  of  the  insane, 
he  must  prosecute  his  or  her  claim  by  next  friend,  guardian »  or  com- 
mittee ;  but  payment  will  be  made  only  to  the  qualified  guardian  or 
committee. 

4.  A  power  of  attorney  to  prosecute  a  pension  claim  ext'cuted  by  a 
claimant  after  having  been  judicially  declared  insane,  or  while  confined 
in  an  asylum  for  the  insane  will  not  be  recognized,  and  the  attorney 
filing  the  same  siumld  be  so  notified. 

5.  A  power  of  attorney  executed  by  a  person  who  has  not  been  judic- 
ially declared  insane  nor  confined  in  an  asylum  for  the  insane  or  other 
public  institution  for  the  care  and  keeping  of  insane  persons,  though 
insane  at  the  time,  will  be  recognized  until  repudiated  by  the  claimant, 
his  guardian  or  committee,  before  the  completion  of  the  claim  ;  but  if 
the  attorney  so  appointed  enter  into  the  prosecution  of  the  claim  in 
good  faith,  without  notice  of  the  insanity  of  the  claimant,  and  has  ren- 
dered valuable  service  in  the  claim  and  is  properly  conducting  the 
prosecution  of  the  same,  he  will  be  protected  in  his  rights  Jis  in  other 
cases. 

The  power  of  attorney  iu  the  case  submitted  should  be  rejected,  as  it 
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skppears  on  the  face  of  the  instrument  in  which  it  its  contained  that  the 

ol^io^a^nt  was  confined  in  an  afiylum  for  the  insane,  which  was  ample 

riotice  to  the  attorney  of  claimant's  mental  status;  the  declaration; 

liowever,  will  not  be  declared  void,  but  claimant  should  be  advised  that 

l>efore  further  prosecuting  the  claim  a  guardian  or  committee  should  be 

appointed  to  conduct  the  prosecution  of  the  claim  until  he  recovers  his 

reason. 


bvidekck-prbsiimptiox— death-act  mabch  13,  1806. 

Marie  Sharpe  (widow). 

1.  Where  satisfactory  evidence  has  been  produced  establishing  the  fact  of  the  continued 

and  nnexplained  absence  of  a  soldier  from  his  home  and  family  for  a  period  of  more 
than  seven  years,  during  which  period  no  intelligence  of  his  existence  haa  been 
received,  his  death  id  sufficiently  proved  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  Congress 
approved  Mai*ch  13,  1896. 

2.  The  act  of  March  13,  1896,  is  a  legislative  restatement  of  the  rule  laid  down  by  ihe 

Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  the  case  of  Davie  r.  Briggs  (97  U.  S.,  G:?H), 
which  will  be  employed  by  the  Department  in  interpreting  and  executing  said  act. 

Aggistant    Secretary   John    M,    Reynolds    to    the  Commissioner    of  Pensions, 

June  13,  1896, 

On  December  2,  1890,  this  appellant  filed  in  your  Bureau  an  applica- 
tion for  pension  under  the  provisions  of  section  3,  act  of  June  27,  1890, 
as  widow  of  John  B.  Sharpe,  late  of  Company  C,  First  Wisconsin  Heavy 
Artillery,  alleging  her  marriage  to  the  soldier,  his  service  of  more  than 
ninety  days  during  the  war  of  the  rebellion,  and  his  honorable  dis- 
charge therefrom,  and  that  he  had  disappeared  from  his  home  and  family 
in  July,  1881,  without  any  known  cause  or  reason,  since  which  time  he 
has  never  been  seen  or  heard  of  by  herself  or  any  of  his  relatives  and 
friends,  and  that  she  believes  he  is  dead. 

Said  claim  was  rejected  January  80,  1890,  upon  the  ground  that  the 
death  of  the  soldier  was  not  established. 

From  said  action  appeal  was  taken  February  21,  1896,  contending 
that  the  facts  shown  by  the  evidence  in  this  cnso  are  of  such  a  character 
that  the  death  of  the  sohlier  should  Ix*  i)r('sunie(l.  This  claim  was 
investigated  by  special  examination,  juid  some  lehtimony  bearing  upon 
the  alleged  disappearance  of  the  sohlier  was  oi)iaine(l.  The  testimony 
of  this  appellant,  the  Aither,  niotlier  and  otiier  near  relatives  of  the 
soldier,  and  the  friends  and  neighbors  who  were  interviewed,  succinetl}'^ 
stated,  is  as  follows :  The  soldier  and  appellant  were  married  April  2s, 
18()t),  and  lived  happily  together  as  man  and  wife  at  New  Milford,  Conn., 
from  that  date  until  July  18,  1881,  when  the  soldier  left  his  ))onie  in 
the  evening  after  supper,  and  has  never  since  b^en  v^eew  oy  W'aaA  q^  \s^ 
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any  one.     His  domestic  relations  appear   to   have   been   happy  and 
cordial,  and  the  testimony  shows  he  had  always  been  an  affectionate 
and  loving  husband,  and  had  never  had  any  difficulty  or  disagreement 
with  the  appellant,  so  far  as  is  known,  and  that  the  appellant  has  always 
borne  an  excellent  reputation  and  character.     The  soldier  expressed  no 
intention  of  leaving  his  home  either  to  the  appellant  or  any  one  else, 
and  made  no  preparations  for  so  doing,  as  he  left  with  merely  the  clothes 
on  his  back,  and  so  far  as  the  evidence  shows,  there  was  no  known 
reason  or  explanation  for  his  leaving  his  home  and  deserting  the  appel- 
lant.    He  is  said  to  have  been  a  man  of  exemplary  habits,  christian 
character,  a  school  teacher  by  profession,  and  at  that  time  not  especially 
financially   embarassed.     He   was   suffering   from  a  severe  bronchial 
affection  at  the  time  of  his  disappearance,  wiiich  he  claimed  to  have 
contracted  during  his  armj'^  service,  and  for  which  he  had  filed  a  claim 
for  pension  in  your  Bureau  iii  December,  1879,  but  which  was  never 
prosecuted,  and  was  afterwards  rejected  because  of  failure  to  file  the 
evidence  necet>t>ury  to  complete  it.     It  is  stat^ed  that  every  effort  was 
made  by  the  appellant  and  the  members  of  the  soldier's  family  to  trace 
him,  but  without  avail,  although  the  appellant  states  that  she  employed 
a   detective  agency,  and  corresponded  with  the  heads  of  the  police 
department**  of  various  cities  and  towns  where  it  was  supposed  he  might 
have  gone,  besides  corresponding  with  relations  in  different  parts  of  the 
country.     The  soldier  was,  besides,  au  officer  of  the  lodge  of  the  Inde- 
pendent Order  of  Odd  Fellows  in  the  village  of  New  Mil  ford,  Conn., 
when  he  left  home,  and  a  member  of  said  lodge  states  that  the  membenj 
of  that  order  made  every  effort  to  find  him  for  some  years,  but  could 
hear  nothing  of  him,  and  finally  dropped  him  from  the  rolls  of  the  lodge. 
80  far  as  this  evidence  shows  the  soldier  has  never  been  seen  or  heard 
of  by  any  one  since  the  moment  when  he  left  his  own   door  on  the 
evening  of  July  18,  1881. 

Since  the  rejection  of  this  claim  Congress  has  enacted  a  law  regulating 
proof  of  death  in  certain  pension  cases  approved  March  13,  1896,  which 
provides  as  follows : 

That  in  considering  claims  filed  onder  the  pension  laws,  the  death  of  an  enlisted  man 
f»r  officer  shall  be  considered  as  suflliciently  proved  if  satisfactoiy  evidence  is  produced 
(.'stublishing  the  fact  of  the  contmaed  and  unei^plained  absence  of  such  enlisted  man  or 
officer  fn»m  his  home  and  family  for  a  jieriod  of  seven  years,  during  'which  period  no  intel- 
ligence of  his  existence  s*hall  have  been  received.  And  any  pension  granted  under  this 
iict  shall  cease  upon  proof  that  such  officer  or  enlisted  man  is  still  living. 

What  are  the  distinguishing  features,  if  any,  of  this  act?  It  is  pro- 
vided, first,  that  '^satisfactory  evidence"  shall  be  produced.  But  what 
is  '^ satisfactory  evidence"  save  such  evidence  as  will  satisfy  the  mind  of 
a  reasonable  person  trying  the  issue  that  the  party  is  dead.  What  does  the 
act  of  March  13, 1896,  say  that  this  *' satisfactory  evidence"  shall  show? 
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[t  shall  show  "the  fact  of  the  continued  and  unexplained  absence  from 
ais  home  and  family  for  a  period  of  seven  years." 

It  must  be  *' continued"  for  seven  years,  but  that  alone  will  not  suffice 
to  satisfy  the  act.  It  must  be  "unexplained."  That  is  to  say,  the  cir- 
cumstances surrounding  the  absence  shall  be  such  as  demonstrate  the 
vrant  of  motive  for  such  absence ;  for,  if  once  a  state  of  facts  be  shown 
that  will  give  rise  to  a  motive  for  his  absence,  eo  instanti,  the  absence 
is  prima  facie  explained ;  and  in  such  case  this  act  confers  no  benefit. 
Bat  the  act  further  requires  that,  during  this  whole  period  of  absence, 
no  intelligence  of  the  existence  of  the  absent  party  shall  have  been 
received.  It  makes  no  difference  how  slight  the  notice  may  be,  if  it  bo 
such  as  puts  the  party  in  interest  upon  inquiry,  it  is  intelligence  of  the 
existence  of  the  absent  one;  and,  until  it  shall  have  been  disposed  of,  by 
diligent  inquiry,  showing  that  it  is  without  foundation,  such  party  in 
interest  can  not  be  heard  to  say  that  the  party  is  dead. 

If  Congress  had  enacted  a  law  declaring  that  the  mere  fact  of  absence 
for  seven  years  should  give  rise  to  the  presumption  of  death,  that  would 
have  been  another  question.  But  it  did  not  do  so.  It  merely  enacted  a 
law  which  differed  in  no  essential  regard  from  the  rule  laid  down  by  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  Davie  v.  Briggs  (97  U.  S.»  628);  and, 
therefore,  in  giving  to  this  statute  all  the  effect  which  the  Department 
feels  warranted  in  giving,  it  can  find  no  surer  rule  for  the  interpretation 
thereof  than  that  contained  in  the  case  of  Davie  v.  Briggs,  herein  referred 
to.  Nor  is  the  act  itself  anything  more  than  the  legislative  restatement, 
in  different  terms,  of  that  rule  which  is  that  "the  person  shown  not  to 
have  been  heard  of  for  seven  years  by  those,  if  any,  who,  if  he  had  been 
alive,  would  naturally  have  heard  of  him,  is  presumed  to  be  dead,  unless 
the  circumstances  of  the  case  are  such  as  to  account  for  his  not  being 
heard  of  without  assuming  his  death." 

It  seems  that  this  statute  was  enacted  because  of  the  decision  in  the 

case  of  Melinda  L.  Crider  (7  P.  D.  462),  from  which  it  was  believed  that 

the  Department  intended  to  depart  from  established  rules  governing  the 

presumption  of  death .     Doubtless  there  are  expressions  in  the  Crider  case 

that  might  warrant  such  conclusion,  but  it  is  proper  here  to  say  that  a 

careful  reading  of  the  entire  case  will  not  sustain  that  interpretation. 

The  point  of  that  decision  was  that  it  was  not  the  mere  fact  of  absence, 

out  of  which  death  is  to  be  presumed,  whether  the  time  be  long  or  short; 

but  that  the  facts  attending  such  absence  must  be  such  that  the  absence 

of  the  party  can  not  be  accounted  for  on  any  other  theory  than  that  of 

death.     It  was  intended  to  give,  and  did  give,  express  recognition  to 

the  rule  laid  down  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  the 

case  of  Davie  v,  Briggs  (97  U.  S.,  628). 

It  was  by  the  express  language  of  that  decision,  declared  to  be  the 
purpose  of  the  Department  to  liberalize  that  rulii  and  '5^Tm\\»  >^"^  ^^^- 
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samption  of  death  to  be  raised,  and  established  even  short  of  geven 
years,  where  the  facts  attending  the  disappearance  are  such  as  to  JQstiiy 
the  conclusion  that  the  absent  party  is  dead. 

As  to  the  effect  to  be  given  to  the  statement  in  the  decision  that 
"  independent  of  absence  for  any  period  of  time,  it  must  be  shown  that  » 
the  facts  attending  the  absence  established  the  death  of  the  party  beyond  • 
a  reasonable  doubt,''  it  was  intended  by  this  language  to  define  the 
proper  weight  to  be  assigned  to  the  evidence  in  any  given  case ;  so  that, 
if  in  such  case,  after  the  lapse  of  seven  years,  or  less  time,  the  facts 
attending  the  absence  reasonably  establish  the  death  of  the  party,  then 
the  death  is  to  be  taken  as  proved  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt  in  the 
mind  of  the  tribunal  trying  the  issue. 

Inasmuch  as  it  is  the  purpose  of  the  Department  to  give  due  eflfect  to 
this  law,  and  in  order  to  avoid  any  misapprehensions  that  might  arise. 
I  think  it  proper  to  say  that  in  future  adjudications  affecting  the 
question  of  the  presumption  of  death,  your  Bureau  will  be  guided  by 
the  act  of  March  13, 1896,  as  interpreted  in  this  opinion,  and  not  by  the 
opinion  in  the  Crider  case. 

The  question  in  the  present  case  is,  do  the  facts  produce  ^^satisfaoton 
evidence  "  to  show  that  the  continued  absence  of  the  soldier  for  seven 
years  is  **  unexplained,"  and  that  during  that  period  no  intelligence  of 
his  existence  has  been  received. 

It  will  be  noticed  that  Special  Examiner  Jonas,  in  his  f^umman*. 
states  that  he  heard  a  vague  report,  which  the  informer  would  uot 
swear  to,  that  the  soldier  had  been  heard  of  once  after  leaving  home. 
He  says  that  he  came  back  and  told  this  to  the  claimant,  who  stated 
that  after  soldier  lefb  she  heard  that  John  D.  Burnum,  of  Armenia 
Union,  N.  Y.,  had  stated   that  the  soldier  had   been   seen  in  New 
York  State ;  that  she  had  written  to  eaid  Burnum,  who  referred  her  to 
R.  Hume  Grant,  at  Hobart,  Delaware  County,  N.  Y.;  that  she  wrote 
to  him  and  he  answered,  denying  that  he  knew  anything  of  the  soldier, 
and  that  she  then  sent  all  the  correspondence  to  Attorney  Lemon. 

The  correspondence  referred  to  does  not  appear  in  the  files  of  the 
case.  The  testimonj"^  of  R.  Hume  Grant,  deposition  **  A,''  page  4,  Eells' 
report,  shows  that  ho  neither  knew  the  claimant  nor  her  husband.  He 
says  that  some  years  ago  he  received  a  letter  from  her  inquiring  whether 
ho  knew  of  a  John  B.  Sharpe,  in  Hobart,  N.  Y.,  or  its  vicinity; 
that  he  made  inquiries  for  him,  but  obtained  no  information  and  so 
wrote  her ;  that  afterwards  she  again  wrote  him,  making  further 
inquiries,  but  he  could  get  no  further  trace  of  John  B.  Sharpe,  and  he 
thinks  he  wrote  her  to  that  effect.  He  swears  that  still  later  came 
another  inquiry  through  the  postmaster,  intimating  that  he  was  the 
John  B.  Sharpe  in  question ;  that  he  made  further  investigati(m  and 
found  that  there  was  a  farm  laborer  by  the  name  of  Sharpe  in  that 
local ity,  hut  that  he  was  not  the  man  inquired  ior. 
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The  special  examiner  failed  to  bring  out  the  fact  that  Mr.  Grant  had, 
or  had  not,  any  previous  communication  with  John  D.  Burnum  con- 
cerning this  matter,  and  it  would  seem  from  his  testimony  that  he  had 
never  heard  of  the  soldier  until  after  the  claimant  addressed  a  letter  to 
him.  This  point  should  have  been  developed  by  the  special  examiner ; 
and  especially  in  the  absence  of  the  correspondence  stated  by  the 
claimant  to  have  been  had  with  this  man,  the  testimony  of  John  D. 
Bumom,  of  Armenia  Union,  Duchess  County,  N.  Y.,  should  have  been 
taken  for  the  purpose  of  determining  whether  he  made  such  a  state- 
ment, at  any  time,  to  any  person,  and,  if  so,  upon  what  it  was  based ; 
and  further,  to  ascertain  what  developments,  if  any,  his  examination 
would  lead  to. 

In  her  testimony  before  Special  Examiner  Jonas,  the  appellant  says 
that  she  does  not  recall  anybody  who  would  remember  soldier  at  Dane, 
Wis.     As  against  this  statement,  the  soldier^s  cousin,  Peter  B.  Doane, 
testifies  that  the  soldier's  grandfather  raised  him ;  that  he  lived  in  Dane, 
Wis.,  and  that  he,  Doane,  went  to  school  with  him  before  the  war ;  that 
the  soldier  enlisted  from  Dane ;  that  he  c^me  back  to  Dane,  after  being 
discharged,  and  remained  sometime,  and  then  left  for  the  east,  and 
married  and  came  back  to  Dane,  Wis.,  with  liis  wife,  and  remained  per- 
haps two  or  three  years,  and  then  went  back  east,  since  which  he  has 
never  seen  him.     This  statement  contradicts  the  claimant  so  flatly  that 
it  has  a  discrediting  influence  upon  her  testimony  in  general,  and  sug- 
gests a  suspicion  against  her  statement  that  she  does  not  recall  anybody 
that  remembers  soldier  at  Dane,  AVis. 

The  material  point  is,  whether  there  is  satisfactory  evidence  in  the 
case  to  show  whether  or  not  the  claimant's  absence  is  "unexplained." 
Bat  how  can  this  point  be  determined  until  we  know  what  the  facts  are 
relative  to  his  disappearance  and  absence. 

The  claimant  swears,  in  lier  deposition  before  Special  Examiner 
Jonas,  that  the  soldier,  who  was  treasurer  of  the  Odd  Fellows  Lodge, 
in  New  Milford,  Conn.,  lived  very  happily  with  her,  and  that  on 
the  day  when  he  left  he  came  home  to  dinner  as  usual.  She  says  they 
were  unusually  happy  at  that  time,  but  the  special  examiner  seems  to 
have  drawn  from  her  no  reason  to  show  why  they  were  unusually  happy 
at  that  time.  She  said  ^'  he  came  home  a  little  late  at  tea-time,  and  I 
said  I  thought  it  looked  like  rain.  He  then  went  out  and  I  never  saw 
him  again." 

She  further  adds  that  he  took  no  clothes  except  those  which  he  had 
on,  nor  baggage  of  any  kind,  and  that  he  even  left  his  vest.  This  was 
in  the  month  of  July,  1881. 

The  distinct  impression  created  by  this  testimony  is  that  the  soldier 
came  home  late  in  the  evening,  and  without  any  expressed  reason 
therefor  walked  out  and  never  returned.    The  sp^ciaX  ^iLajoiSxvet  >aas» 
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failed  to  bring  out  the  nature  of  the  conversation  which  transpired  H 
between  herself  and  the  soldier  anterior  to  his  leaving,  that,  if  elabor- 
ated J  might  furnish  some  explan  ation  of  his  absence.  Merely  the  remark 
that  she  thought  it  looked  like  rain,  and  he  went  out  and  never  came 
back,  is  all  the  information  that  we  have  as  to  what  explanation,  if  any. 
he  gave  as  to  why  he  was  going  out  and  as  to  where  be  was  going. 

All  witnesses  agree  that  he  was  a  man  of  sound  mind ;  and  the  cir- 
cumstances developed  by  the  testimony  of  the  claimant  are  such  as 
suggest  premeditation  and  forethought  on  the  part  of  the  soldier,  with 
a  deliberate  intention  to  do  what  he  did.  But  her  statement  as  to  the 
nature  of  his  disappearance  is  contradicted.  Peter  Doane,  the  soldier's 
cousin,  to  whom  she  refers,  said  that  he  received  a  letter  from  the 
claimant  sometime  after  the  soldier  lefl  home  stating  that  he  had  left 
bis  home  and  driven  away  in  his  buggy  in  the  evening,  after  his  work 
was  done,  taking  with  him  a  sum  of  money,  and  that  sbe  thought  he 
must  be  robbed  and  killed,  as  she  could  get  no  trace  of  bim.  Here  is 
an  important  commentary  and  addition  to  her  testimony.  Which  is 
correct,  her  statement  to  the  special  examiner,  or  her  statement  to 
Doane  ?  Did  the  soldier  walk  out,  after  supper,  without  baggage,  with- 
out notice  to  ber,  and  without  any  possible  motive  for  concealing  from 
her  his  intention  and  destination,  or  did  ho  get  into  his  buggy  in  the 
evening,  having  with  him  a  sum  of  money,  and  drive  away?  How  did 
she  know  that  he  got  into  his  buggy  and  drove  away,  and  how  did  she 
know  that  he  had  a  sum  of  money  upon  him  ?  Did  it  bear  any  relation 
to  the  fact  that  he  was  the  treasurer  of  the  Odd  Fellows  Lodge  in  New 
Milford,  Conn.,  from  which  he  was  afterwards  dropped,  although  it  is 
not  stated  in  the  testimony  when  he  was  dropped,  nor  for  what  reason, 
nor  whether  he  carried  away  with  him  the  funds  of  the  lodge  in  his 
possession. 

But  however  conflicting  Peter  Doane^s  statements  may  be  as  to  the 
account  given  him  by  her  of  the  disappearance  of  the  soldier  from  that 
given  by  her  to  the  special  examiner,  it  is  made  yet  more  conflicting  by 
the  statement  on  the  part  of  George  E.  Lemon,  the  attorney  in  the  case, 
who,  in  filing  the  appeal  from  the  rejection  of  the  claim  by  the  Pension 
Bureau,  says : 

It  appears  that  on  or  aboat  July  18,  1881,  he  left  home  for  the  purpose  of  impioviog 
hia  health. 

Where  did  Mr.  Lemon  get  that  information,  if  not  from  the  claimant ; 
and  how  does  that  consist  with  her  statement  under  oath  to  Special 
Examiner  Jonas  that  she  never  had  the  slightest  idea  what  made  him 
leave  home  ?  Moreover,  in  a  letter  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions 
dated  June  30,  1889,  she  furnishes  a  still  different  account  relative  to 
the  soldier  leaving  home.     She  says : 
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He  was  doing  business  in  this  town  (New  Milford,  Conn.),  but  health  gave  way 
entirely,  throat  and  lungs,  and  he  gave  np  and  went  away.  This  was  in  1881,  July  18. 
Ha  went  and  saw  some  friends  in  Delhi,  N.  Y.  They  say  he  started  to  go  back  home. 
I  have  never  seen  nor  heard  of  him  from  that  time  onward. 

No  line  of  testimony  appears  in  this  claim,  bo  far  as  I  discover, 
from  the  friends  in  Delhi,  to  whom  she  now  says  he  went,  nor  has  she 
disclosed  their  names,  so  far  as  the  special  examiner's  work  shows. 
Their  testimony  might  have  some  material  bearing  upon  this  question. 

On  February  21, 1890,  she  again  says,  in  a  letter  to  Assistant  Secretary 
Bussey,  "  he  left  home  to  visit  friends  a  few  miles  away  and  was  sup- 
posed by  them  to  return  home  again,  but  he  never  came  back."  Who 
these  friends  are  does  not  appear ;  but  the  statements  contained  in  her 
letters  to  the  Pension  Bureau  and  to  Assistant  Secretary  Bussey ,  as  well 
as  in  the  appeal  of  Mr.  Lemon,  and  the  statement  contained  in  the 
testimony  of  Peter  Doane,  manifestly,  flatly,  and  distinctly  contradict 
the  claimant's  statement  to  Special  Examiner  Jonas  showing  that  the 
soldier,  without  any  statement  a,s  to  his  reason  therefor,  while  in  a  par- 
ticularly sane  condition,  walked  away  from  his  house,  in  the  evening, 
without  baggage,  and  without  change  of  clothing,  and  never  came  back, 
and  that  she  has  never  had  the  slightest  idea  as  to  what  made  him 
leave  home. 

Here  are  statements  so  conflicting  that  it  is  essential  that  they  shall 
be  reconciled  or  disposed  of  before  any  intelligent  or  satisfactory  adju- 
dication of  this  claim  can  be  had.  Differing  so  materially  as  they  do, 
they  render  it  imperatively  necessary  that  some  story  shall  be  developed, 
consistent  in  its  character,  which  will  present  the  true  facts  as  to  the 
soldier's  disappearance.  And  until  the  facts  attending  his  disappear- 
ance and  absence  shall  have  been  obtained,  how  can  it  be  possible  to 
adjudge  that  the  soldier's  absence  is  "  unexplained." 

Clearly,  then,  measured  by  this  standard  and  in  the  light  of  the 
decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  the  case  of  Davie  v. 
Briggs.  it  can  not  be  said,  in  the  present  state  of  the  case,  at  least  until 
after  these  lines  of  inquiry  have  been  fully  tested  and  exhausted,  that 
the  soldier's  absence  is  "  unexplained." 

You  are,  therefore,  requested  to  reopen  this  case,  and  to  direct  further 
investigation,  through  a  careful  and  skilled  special  examiner,  to  clear 
up  and  reconcile  the  manifest  discrepancies  that  now  appear  in  the 
claim ;  and  to  fully  and  clearly  test,  in  the  light  of  competent  evidence, 
whether  the  facts  attending  the  soldier's  disappearance,  when  under- 
stood, explain  his  long  continued  absence. 
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TEE-ATTORNEYS-ACT  JUJLY  4,  1884. 

I 

M 
■. 

George  D.  Hilton  (claimant). 
J.  W.  Morris  (attorney). 

1.  Service  rendered  by  an  attorney  in  secnrin^  the  removal  of  suspension  of  jnyment 

In  a  pension  case  comes  within  the  provision  of  section  4  of  the  act  of  July  4^  18^ 
(amended  section  4786  Revised  Statutes),  authorizing  the  Commissioner  of  PeoaoDS 
to  recognize  fee  agreements  in  certain  classes  of  claims,  '^and  in  such  other  cases  of 
difficulty  and  trouble  as  the  Commissioner  may  see  fit  to  recognize." 

2.  It  is  within  the  power  of  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions,  even  when  a  fee  agreement 

is  recognized,  to  declare  that  in  no  case  of  the  nature  described,  will  a  fee  gmter 
than  $10.50  be  allowed,  to  include  and  coverall  services  and  expenses. 

Amstant   Secretary   John    M.    Reynolds   to   the   Commissioner   of  Fensmtj 

June  17  J  1896. 

In  your  letter  referring  to  the  claim  of  George  D.  Hilton,  late  captain 
Company  E,  Thirty-first  Iowa  Volunteer  Infantry,  Certificate  No. 
437,320,  you  submit  the  inquiry  of  Mr.  J.  W.  Morris,  attorney,  of 
Washington,  D.  C,  as  to  whether  he  may  be  permitted  to  collect  from 
the  pensioner  a  fee  not  to  exceed  $10  for  services  rendered  in  securing 
the  removal  of  suspension  of  payment  in  the  case. 

In  March,  1893,  further  payment  of  pension  to  Captain  Hilton  was 
suspended  pending  action  to  reduce,  and  notice  was  given  to  claimant 
to  show  cause  why  the  rate  should  not  be  reduced.  A  special,  and  also 
medical  examinations  were  held,  and  medical  and  lay  testimony  was 
procured  and  filed  in  claimant's  behalf  by  Mr.  Morris,  as  the  attorney 
in  the  case;  and  you  ask  whether  in  such  case  an  attorney  may  be 
allowed  to  charge  a  reasonable  fee. 

The  act  of  Congress  approved  July  4,  1884,  reenacted  and  amended 
sections  4785  and  4786  Revised  Statutes;  and  by  section  2  of  said  act, 
section  4786  of  the  Revised  Statutes  is  made  applicable  to  all  cases  filed 
with  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  after  July  4,  1884,  except  as  there- 
inafter provided. 

It  is  evident,  therefore,  that  we  must  look  to  amended  sections  4785 
and  4786,  Revised  Statutes,  as  contained  in  the  act  of  July  4,  1884,  to 
find  the  rule  which  must  control  with  respect  to  the  payment  of  fees. 

Section  4785,  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  by  act  of  Jul}'  4,  1884, 
provided  that: 

No  agent,  or  attorney,  or  other  person,  shall  demand  or  receive  any  other  compensa- 
tion for  liis  services  in  prasecnting  a  claim  for  pension  or  bounty  land,  than  such  as  the 
CommiHsioner  of  Pensions  shall  direct  U)  be  i>aid  to  him,  not  exceeding  $25.00;  nor  shall 
such  agent,  attorney,  or  other  person,  demand  or  receive  snch  compensatioD,  in  whole 
or  in  part,  until  such  pension  or  bounty  land  claim  shall  be  allowed. 

This  was  a  substitute  measure  for  the  act  of  Jwne  ^0,1^7S  Qw\\\ctL 'was 
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-repealed  by  the  act  of  July  4,  1884),  under  which  the  attorney  looked 
'CO  the  claimant  and  received  his  fee  directly  from  him. 

Section  47S6,  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  by  the  act  of  July  4, 1884 
v^section  4),  provided  that : 

The  a^ent  or  attorney  of  record  in  the  prosecution  of  the  case  may  cause  to  be  filed 
-with  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  duplicate  articles  of  agreement,  without  additional 
east  to  the  claimant,  setting  forth  the  fee  agreed  upon  by  the  parties,  which  agreement 
shall  be  executed  in  the  presence  of  and  certified  by  some  officer  competent  to  administer 
oaths  In  all  cases  where  application  is  made  for  pension  or  bounty  land,  and  no  agree- 
ment is  filed  with  the  Commissioner  as  herein  provided,  the  fee  shall  be  ten  dollars,  and 
no  more. 

And  such  articles  of  agreement  as  may  hereafter  be  filed  with  the  Commissioner  of 
Plosions  are  not  authorized,  nor  will  they  be  recognized  except  in  claims  for  original 
pension,  claims  for  increase  of  pension  on  account  of  a  new  disability,  in  claims  for 
lesfeoration,  where  a  pensioner's  name  has  been,  or  may  hereafter  be,  dropped  from  the 
pension  rolls  on  testimony  taken  by  a  special  examiner,  showing  that  the  disability  or 
canse  of  death,  on  account  of  which  the  pension  was  allowed,  did  not  originate  in  the 
line  of  duty,  and  in  cases  of  dependent  relatives  whose  names  have  been,  or  may  here- 
after be,  dropped  from  the  rolls  on  like  testimony,  upon  the  ground  of  nondependenoe, 
and  in  such  other  cases  of  difficulty  and  trouble,  as  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  may 
see  fit  to  recognize  them. 

This  act  forbids  the  demand,  receipt,  or  allowance  of  any  fee,  in  any 

claim  for  arrears  of  pension  or  arrears  of  increase  of  pension  allowed  by 

act  of  Congress  subsequent  to  the  date  of  the  allowance  of  the  original 

claims  in  w^hich  such  arrears  of  pension,  or  of  increase  of  pension,  may 

■      be  allowed. 

Unless  warrant  be  found,  therefore,  in  this  act  for  a  payment  for  such 
J     eerviees  as  are  herein  referred  to,  there  is  no  warrant  of  law  for  such 
payment. 

In  this  connection  I  remark  that  by  operation  of  amended  section 
4785,  Revised  Statutes,  every  payment,  in  compensation  for  services  in 
prosecuting  a  claim  for  pension  or  bounty  land  must  find  its  authority 
in  the  direction  of  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions.  Nor  is  the  statute 
I  simply  directory  in  its  terms,  for  it  expressly  prohibits  the  demand  or 
receipt  of  any  other  compensation  than  hucU  as  the  Commissioner  of 
Pensions  shall  direct  to  be  paid  to  him,  not  exceeding  S25. 

This  law  is,  therefore,  mandator}^  in  its  terms,  and  its  application  is 
expressly  made  to  rest  in  the  discretion  of  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions. 
Yet  this  is  not  an  arbitrary  discretion,  but  a  discretion  founded  in  law, 
reason,  and  justice.  The  Commissioner  has  power  to  allow  fees,  in 
suitable  cases,  not  exceeding  $25.  Now  the  statute  goes  further,  and  in 
order  to  narrow  the  responsibilit}',  and  aid  the  Commissioner,  has 
defined  the  conditions  under  which  the  sum  of  $25  may  be  allowed,  viz: 
That  an  agreement  of  a  specified  character  shall  be  filed  with  the  Com- 
missioner, setting  forth  the  amount  agreed  upon  between  the  parties, 
and  that  the  service  shall  be  rendered  in  the  prosecuWoTi  o^  <^^YKve»  tot 
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original,  or  increase  of  pension  on  account  of  new  disability,  claimg  for 
restoration  (of  the  class  stated),  and  **  in  such  other  cases  of  difl&culty 
and  trouble  as  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  may  see  fit  to  recogniie 
them.'*  And  "in  all  cases  where  application  is  made  for  pension  or 
bount}^  land,  and  no  agreement  is  filed  with  the  Commissioner  as  herein 
provided,  the  fee  shall  be  $10  and  no  more." 

Congress,  by  thus  specifying  when  such  fee  as  is  directed  to  be  paid 
shall  be  absolutely  limited  to  $10 — ^no  more,  and  no  less — ^and  by  speci- 
fying the  particular  classes  of  cases  in  which  the  Commissioner  will  be 
authorized  to  recognize  and  act  upon  fee  agreements,  not  exceeding  $25 
in  amount,  and  by  specifying  certain  cases  in  which  fees  (in  increase 
claims)  are  limited  in  amount,  or  where  any  payments  at  all  are 
expressly  forbidden,  has  undertaken  to  deal  with  the  whole  subject  of 
the  payment  of  fees ;  and,  realizing  that  certain  other  contingencies  are 
liable  to  arise  in  the  prosecution  of  pension  claims,  not  foreseen,  or  pe^ 
ceived  by  the  legislative  body,  recognizing  the  fact  that  no  one  is  so 
well  qualified  to  determine  the  value  of  the  professional  service  ren- 
dered as  the  head  of  the  Bureau  before  which  the  service  is  rendered, 
has  added  another  permissive  clause,  as  a  kind  of  legal  catch-all,  to  the 
cases  in  which  a  fee  agreement  may  be  recognized,  in  which  it  groups 
all  unclassified  cases,  as  "  such  other  cases  of  difficulty  and  trouble  as 
the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  may  see  fit  to  recognize  them.'' 

Thus  the  discretion  of  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  is  assisted  by 
this  classification  of  the  cases  in  which  fee  agreements  for  an  amount 
in  excess  of  $10  may  be  recognized,  and  by  the  declaration  that  in  all 
cases  where  no  agreement  is  filed  with  the  Commissioner,  the  fee  (when 
allowed)  shall  be  $10  and  no  more. 

The  discretion  of  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions,  in  considering  such 
a  question,  therefore,  is  confined  expressly  to  two  questions,  viz :  First, 
can  he  legally  direct  any  payment  at  all  to  be  paid,  and  if  so  to  whom? 
and  second,  under  the  limitations  of  the  statute,  what  amount  may  be 
allowed  in  full  satisfaction  for  services  rendered  ? 

As  to  the  first  question,  it  will  be  seen  at  a  glance  that  the  Commis- 
sioner of  Pensions  is  the  only  person  properly  qualified  to  direct  a 
payment,  because  he  alone  is  the  oflicial  custodian  of  the  evidence  by 
which  to  determine,  first,  whether  the  attorney  in  question  has  a  stand- 
ing, under  the  rules  of  the  Department,  by  which  he  has  general  authority 
to  appear  for  pension  claimants;  second,  whether  such  attorney  has 
specific  authority  to  represent  a  claimant  in  the  particular  case  in  ques- 
tion ;  third,  whether,  under  the  rules  and  regulations,  and  the  practice 
of  the  Pension  Bureau  and  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  such  attorney 
has  earned  the  fee  in  question;  and  fourth,  whether  fee  agreements 
have  been  filed,  and  if  so,  whether  the  character  of  the  claim  in  which 
they  are  filed  is  such  as  will  justify  the  allowance  of  a  greater  fee  than  81 0. 
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Having  thus  examined  briefly  the  functions  and  powers  of  the  Com- 
issioner  of  Pensions  in  such  cases,  I  address  myself  to  your  particular 
inquiry,  whether,  in  a  case  where  payment  of  pension  in  a  given  case 
hss  been  suspended,  and  an  attorney,  duly  authorized  by  the  pensioner 
bo  that  intent,  has  rendered  service  whereby  such  suspension  is  abated 
Bind  set  aside,  the  attorney  is  authorized  to  collect  a  reasonable  fee  from 
tlie  pensioner  for  such  services. 

From  the  very  nature  of  the  statute  regulating  the  allowance  and 
payment  of  fees,  it  is  evident  that  the  attorney  has  had  no  legal  right 
to  collect  directly  from  the  pensioner  since  the  enactment  of  the  law  of 
Joly  4,  1884,  whereby  the  act  of  June  20,  1878,  was  repealed. 

The  relation  of  attorney  and'  client  is  one  of  natural  right,  as  at  the 
common  law,  subject  only,  perhaps,  to  conditions  of  public  policy.  No 
statute  relating  thereto,  which  is  in  derogation  of  the  common  law 
right,  should  or  can  be  expanded  so  as  to  vary  or  defeat  the  legislative 
intent.  It  was  held  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  in 
United  States  v.  Hall  (98  U.  S.,  343),  that  the  United  States  as  the 
donors  of  the  pensions  may,  through  the  legislative  department  of  the 
Government,  annex  such  conditions  to  the  donation  as  they  see  fit,  and 
tiiat  the  agent  or  attorney  is  bound  by  such  conditions.  In  the  case  of 
United  States  v,  Frisbie  (157  U.  S.,  160),  decided  on  March  18,  1895, 
the  Supreme  Court  not  only  upheld  the  constitutional  power  of  Congi-ess 
to  regulate  fees  in  such  a  case,  but  even  made  use  of  this  emphatic 
language  in  relation  thereto,  viz : 

While  it  may  be  conceded  that,  generally  si)eaking,  among  the  inalienable  rights  of 
the  citizen  ia  that  of  the  liberty  of  contract,  yet  such  liberty  is  not  absolute  and  universal. 
It  is  within  the  undoubted  power  of  Government  to  restrain  all  individuals  from  some 
contracts,  as  will  as  some  individuals  from  all  contracts.  *  *  »  "Pj^g  possession  of 
this  power  by  Government  in  no  manner  conflicts  with  the  proposition  tliat,  generally 
speaking,  every  citizen  has  a  right  freely  to  contract  for  the  price  of  his  labor,  services 
or  property. 

Inasmuch,  therefore,  as  Congress  has  seen  fit  to  deal  with  this  ques- 
tion, and  has  declared  in  the  act  of  July  4,  1884,  that  no  person  shall 
receive  any  other  compensation  for  his  services,  etc.,  than  such  as  the 
Commissioner  of  Pensions  shall  direct  to  be  paid  to  him,  it  is  plain  that 
the  attorney  can  not  collect  his  fee  in  any  other  way ;  and  since  the 
Commissioner  of  Pensions  directs  payments  of  fees  to  be  made  through 
the  agent  of  the  Government  duly  authorized  to  pay  pensions,  it  is 
manifest  that  any  fee  directed  by  the  Commissioner  to  be  paid  is  paid 
through  the  United  States  Pension  Agent,  on  the  express  direction  of 
:he  Commissioner,  after  the  claim  shall  have  been  allowed,  as  is  now  the 
practice,  and  not  directly  by  the  pensioner  to  the  attorney.  And  the 
condemnation  of  the  statute  rests  upon  every  person  who  shall  con- 
tract for,  demand,  or  receive  payment  for  his  services  in  that  regard,  at 
injr  other  time,  or  in  any  other  way  than  is  provided  in  \j\i^  «>t^\M\»\\.^^^* 
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The  second  question  naturally  is  whether  the  employment  in  qneetion 
is  such  as  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  has  authority  to  recognize  and 
direct  payment  for,  it  not  being  within  any  of  the  particular  classifica- 
tions of  the  statute. 

If  any  recognition  is  accorded  at  all  to  such  service,  it  must  be  such 
as  is  contained  within  the  provisions  of  amended  section  4786,  Eevised 
Statutes  (being  section  4  of  the  act  of  July  4,  1884),  which  provides  f(»r 
the  filing  of  fee  agreements. 

The  same  section  provides  that  in  all  cases,  where  application  is  made 
for  pension  or  bounty  land,  and  no  fee  agreement  shall  have  been  filed, 
the  fee  shall  be  $10,  and  no  more. 

The  language  employed  seems  to  cleai'ly  describe  an  original  claim 
for  pension ;  and  since,  upon  the  adjudication  of  an  original  claim,  a  fee 
of  $10  (unless  more  be  allowed  under  a  recognized  fee  agreement)  is  then 
and  there  paid,  and  the  statute  limits  the  payment  (in  the  case  descril)ed 
in  the  act)  to  $10  and  no  more,  it  follows  that  the  Commissioner  is 
disabled  from  directing  any  further  payment  in  such  case,  unless  his 
warrant  for  so  doing  is  contained  within  the  terms  of  the  act  relative 
to  fee  agreements  made  use  of  in  the  prosecution  of  a  case. 

In  Kilburn  v,  Thompson  (103  U.  S.,  168),  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States,  discussing  the  limit  of  judicial  power  to  cases  and  con- 
troversies enumerated  in  the  Constitution,  said : 

By  cases  and  controversies  are  intended  the  claims  of  litigants  brought  before  the 
courts  for  determination  by  such  regular  proceedings  as  are  established  by  law  or  custom, 
for  the  protection  or  enforcement  of  rights,  or  the  prevention,  redress,  or  punishment  o( 
\>Tongs.  Whenever  the  claim  of  a  party  under  the  Constitution,  laws,  or  treaties  of  the 
United  States,  takes  such  form  that  the  judicial  power  is  capable  of  acting  upon  it,  then 
it  becomes  a  case.  The  term  implies  the  existence  of  present  or  possible  adverae  parties, 
whose  contentions  are  submitted  to  the  court  for  adjudication 

It  is  well  settled  that  whenever  the  law  vests  any  person  with  power 
to  do  an  act,  and  constitutes  him  a  judge  of  the  evidence  on  which  the 
act  may  be  done,  the  person  thus  clotlied  with  power  is  invested  with 
discretion,  and  is  quoad  hoc  a  judge.  (11  Johns,  N.  Y.,  158.)  The  Com- 
missioner of  Pensions  is,  by  the  act  of  December  21,  1893,  expressly 
clothed  with  such  powers,  and  in  the  exercise  of  them  he  is  not  simply 
quoad  hoc  a  judge,  but  is  expressly  made  so  by  law ;  and  an  inquest  to 
try  the  right  of  the  pensioner  to  the  receipt  of  payment  at  any  stage,  i^ 
a  case  within  the  meaning  of  the  law,  and  within  the  description  of  the 
4th  section  of  the  act  of  July  4,  1884,  wherein  direction  is  given  for  the 
payment  of  fees  in  the  prosecution  of  cases. 

In  classifying  the  cases  in  which  fee  agreements  not  exceeding  825 
may  be  recognized,  Congress  has  included  claims  for  original  pen- 
sion, chiims  for  increase  on  account  of  a  new  disability,  and  claims  for 
restoration,  where  the  name  has  been  dropped  on  testimony  obtained 
by  special  examination  showing  that  the  fatal  d\feaiV>\\\t^  ^\\d  wcA,  <:>tv^- 
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rft3te  in  line  of  duty ;  or  where  dependents  have  been  dropped  on  like 
t^estimony  showing  nondependence. 

And  then,  as  if  to  recognize  the  fact,  that  other  unstated  cases  outside 
of  this  classification  might  involve  difficulty  and  trouble,  they  assigned 
ttiese  last  named,  as  an  additional  class,  as  those  in  which  the  Commis- 
s^ioner  should  see  fit  to  recognize  fee  agreements  ;  and  it  is  in  this  class, 
hereinbefore  stated,  such  cases  should  properly  be. 

As  to  what  shall  be  a  proper  fee,  that  is  alike  left  to  the  direction  of 
tlie  Commissioner,  within  the  limits  of  the  statute. 

It  is  not  reasonable  to  suppose  that  such  service  is  more  valuable 
tiian  that  which  was  originally  rendered  in  the  claim,  and  for  which 
(in  the  absence  of  a  recognized  fee  agreement)  only  $10  was  paid. 

If  you,  as  Commissioner  of  Pensions,  should  declare  that  in  no  case 
of  the  nature  described,  would  a  fee  greater  than  $10.50  be  allowed,  to 
include  and  cover  services  and  expenses,  even  when  an  agreement  is 
recognized,  such  a  course  would,  in  my  opinion,  be  within  your  power 
under  the  law,  and  dispose  effectually  of  any  embarrassments  to  which, 
in  this  class  of  cases,  you  might  otherwise  be  subject. 


i 


remarriage-tvidow— act  june  37,  1890. 

Ann  Smith  (widow). 

The  widow  of  a  soldier  who  agaia  married  before  the  passage  of  the  act  of  Jnne  27, 
1890,  has  no  title  to  pension  under  said  act. 


'     Assistant    Secretary   John   M,    Reynolds   to   the    Commiasioner   of  PensionSj 

May  19,  1894. 

William  H.  Smith  was  enrolled  in  Company  C,  Twenty-eighth  Con- 
necticut Volunteers,  on  the  8th  da}'^  of  September,  1862,  and  was  mus- 
tered out  on  the  28th  of  August,  1863,  He  died  on  the  13th  of 
September,  1863,  of  disease  of  the  lungs  contracted  in  the  service. 
His  widow,  Ann  Smith,  filed  an  application  for  pension  on  the  19th  of 
December,  1863.  She  was  married  on  the  28th  of  November,  1866,  to 
John  Bowden.  On  the  5th  of  August,  1890,  a  certificate  was  issued  to 
allow  her  a  pension  from  the  13th  of  September,  1863,  the  date  of  her 
husband's  death,  up  to  the  28th  of  November,  1866,  the  date  of  her 
remarriage,  with  increase  of  $2  per  month  on  account  of  one  child  of 
soldier,  from  July  25,  1866. 

On  the  17th  of  September,  1890,  Mrs.  Bowden  applied  for  pension 
under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  as  widow  of  William  II.  Smith, 
alleging  that  the  child  of  said  Smith  was  dead,  and  that  her  second 
husband,  John  Bowden,  died  on  the  18th  of  January,  1888. 

The  report  of  your  office  upon  the  appeal  seta  foTl\\  t\\^\i  \iXi^  O^'js^vca. 
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was  rejected  on  the  20th  of  June,  1893,  on  the  ground  that  the  claim- 
ant having  remarried  after  the  death  of  the  soldier,  had  no  title  tol 
pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  from  which  action  this  appeal' 
was  taken,  appellant  contending  that  under  the  law  of  June  27, 1890, 
there  is  no  provision  for  the  forfeiture  of  the  pension  of  a  widow  on 
account  of  her  remarriage ;  that  it  can  not  be  disputed  that  she  is  the 
widow  of  the  soldier  as  well  as  of  her  second  husband,  who  died  prior 
to  the  passage  of  the  act,  and  that  she  is  fairly  within  the  meaning  of 
the  law.  She  further  claims  that  the  only  provision  or  limitation  of 
said  act  in  regard  to  marriage  does  not  apply  to  her  case,  but  applies 
to  one  who  died  or  remarried  leaving  a  child  or  children,  when  the 
pension  would  go  to  such  issue. 

The  third  section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  provides  that  the 
pension  shall  be  paid  to  the  widow  during  her  widowhood. 

In  the  laws  relating  to  pensions  the  word  widow  is  not  used  in  the 
loose  sense  referred  to  by  the  appellant,  but  to  designate  a  woman  who 
has  lost  her  husband  b}*^  death,  and  has  not  taken  another.  The 
widow  of  a  soldier  who  again  marries  ceases  to  be  a  widow  within  the 
meaning  of  the  word  as  ordinarily  used  in  the  pension  laws.  It  has 
uniformly  been  so  construed,  and  no  payment  of  pension  has  ever  been 
made  to  a  widow  for  any  period  after  her  remarriage,  except  by  express 
authority  of  law.  This  authority  was  once  conferred  by  law  with 
respect  to  pensioners  under  one  act  for  a  limited  period.  The  act  of 
August  5,  1854,  provided  that — 

The  act  of  February  3,  1853,  entitletl  an  act  to  continue  half  pay  to  certaia  widows 
and  orphans  shall  not  be  construed  to  deprive  any  widow  of  the  benefits  therein 
granted  for  the  ser\*ices  of  her  husband  though  she  may  have  married  again.  Provided, 
however,  that  the  applicant  is  a  Avidow  at  the  time  of  making  the  claim.  Provided 
that  such  party  shall  not  receive  pension  during  coverture. 

Xo  provision  of  law  similar  to  this  has  ever  been  enacted  with 
respect  to  pensioners  under  any  other  act,  and  this  provision  was 
repealed  by  the  act  of  July  4,  1 864,  relating  to  pensions. 

In  this  case  it  appears  that  the  child  of  the  soldier  survived  the  date 
of  the  widow's  remarriage.  Upon  the  happening  of  that  event  the 
right  to  pension  vested  in  it.  Upon  its  death  it  did  not  revert  to  the 
widow,  but  was  extinguished.  The  act  of  June  27,  1890,  must  be  con- 
strued in  connection  with  former  laws  relating  to  pensions  which  direct 
that  upon  the  remarriage  of  a  widow  her  pension  shall  cease.  Her 
right  to  pension  under  said  laws  continues  onl}'  during  widowhood, 
immediately  succeeding  the  death  of  her  husband  on  whose  account 
the  pension  is  granted.  Tlie  word  widowhood  in  the  act  of  June  27, 
1890,  is  used  in  the  same  sense.  TJie  right  to  pension  having  termi- 
nated with  the  widow's  remarriage,  existing  law  makes  no  provision 
for  its  renewal  under  any  circumstances.  Tlie  action  from  which  the 
appoal  is  taken  is  affirmed. 


r 

r 
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DECREE-DIVORCE. 

Mary  J.  Poorbaugh  (widow). 

J^  decree  of  divorce  which  states  that  said  decree  is  to  take  effect  apon  the  payment  by 
the  plaintiff  of  all  costs  of  the  proceeding,  is  good  thpagh  the  costs  are  never  paid, 
said  condition  injected  into  the  decree  in  regard  to  the  payment  of  costs  being  mere 
sarplnsage. 

^mtant    Secretary    John    M,    Reynolds    to    the    Commissioner    of  Pensions^ 

June  18,  1896. 

The  appellant  filed  a  claim  for  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27, 
1890,  on  the  21st  day  of  March,  1892,  alleging  that  she  is  the  widow  of 
Philip  Poorbaugh,  late  of  Company  F,  Forty-eighth  Indiana  Infantry, 
isrho  served  in  the  late  war  of  the  rebellion  and  was  honorably  dis- 
charged therefrom  and  died. 

Her  claim  was  rejected  August  8,  1894,  on  the  ground  that  the  claim- 
ant was  not  the  legal  widow  of  the  soldier,  it  appearing  in  evidence  that 
she  was  divorced  from  him  August  4,  1882. 

From  this  action  an  appeal  was  taken  May  31,  1895,  wherein  the 
appellant  contends  that  the  decree  of  divorce  of  the  District  Court  of 
Wilson  County,  Kans.,  under  date  of  October  4, 1882,  is  inoperative  and 
void,  because  the  clerk  of  said  court  was  ordered  and  directed  to  issue 
to  the  plaintiflf  a  certified  copy  of  said  decree  upon  payment  of  all  costs 
accruing  in  the  case,  and  that  said  costs  had  never  been  paid. 

The  following  appears  from  the  records  of  the  Seventh  Judicial  Dis- 
trict, Wilson  County,  State  of  Kansas : 

Be  it  remembered^  That  in  the  District  Court  of  Wilson  Coanty,  in  the  State  of  Kansas, 
in  t&e  Seventh  Judicial  District  of  said  State,  at  the  regular  September  Tenii  of  said 
court,  1882,  on  the  4th  day  of  October,  1882,  of  said  term,  held  at  the  courthouse  in 
Fredonia,  in  said  county  and  State,  the  Honorable  H.  W.  Talcott,  sole  judge  of  said 
coort,  presiding,  and  officers  of  said  court  present,  to  wit:  Robert  J.  Mackey,  clerk,  and 
Samuel  Baughman,  sheriff  of  said  county,  and  the  said  court  being  open  and  in  session, 
the  following,  among  other  proceedings,  were  had  and  entered  of  record: 

Mary  J.  Poorbaugh,  Plaintiff, 

Philip  Poorbaugh,  Defendant. 

Now,  on  this  4th  day  of  October,  1882,  this  case  came  on  for  trial  and  the  defendant, 
Philip  Poorliaugh,  failing  to  answer  or  appear,  the  court  finds  that  said  defendant  has 
heen  duly  served  by  publication  notice,  which  said  notice  is  by  the  court  approved,  and 
the  court  having  heard  the  t&stimony  and  arguments  of  counsel  do  find  for  the  plaintiff, 
and  that  the  allegations  in  this  petition  contained  are  true  as  therein  alleged.  That  said 
defendant  has  been  willfully  absent  from  the  plaintiff  for  more  than  one  year  last  past, 
preceding  the  filing  of  the  petition  herein. 

It  is  therefore  considered,  ordered  and  adjudged  tliat  the  marriage  relation  heretofore 
existing  between  the  said  plaintiff  Mary  J.  Poorbaugh,  and  the  said  defendant  Philip 
Poorbaugh,  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  set  aside,  annulled,  and  wholly  held  (or  nau^jjht^ 
and  each  of  said  parties  is  hereby  released  from  all  obUj^^atlous  amvvi^  ixOTXi  %\xi\\\<^i\Nassvi. 
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This  decree  to  take  ctfect  npou  the  payment  by  said  plaintiff  of  all  costs  of  this  pro- 
ceeding. 
State  of  Kansas, 

WHaon  County,  88.  ^ 

I,  J.  T.  CJooper,  clerk  of  the  District  CJonrt  within  and  for  the  county  and  State  a{<x^  ■ 
said,  in  the  Seventh  Judicial  District  of  said  State,  hereby  certify  that  the  furegoiugand 
annexed  pages  contain  a  true,  coriect,  full  and  complete  copy  of  the  decree  of  diTorcein 
the  therein  entitled  cause  as  the  same  appears  of  record  in  my  oflBce. 

Jn  testimony  whereof,  I  h.^ve  hereunto  set  my  hand  and  affixed  the  seal  of  saidconrt 
at  my  office  in  Fredonia,  in  said  county  and  State,  this  6th  day  of  July,  1H94. 

J.  T.  COOPER, 
Clerk  of  Distnct  Court. 

It  also  appears  from  the  certificate  of  the  clerk  of  said  court  that  the 
costs  of  the  said  divorce  proceeding  amounting  to  $8.50,  remain  due 
and  unpaid. 

The  main  question  to  be  considered  in  this  case  is  whether  the  decree 
of  divorce  is  a  final  one,  or  merely  interlocutory. 

Freeman  on  Judgments,  section  12,  says : 

Both  judgments  and  decrees,  considered  in  relation  to  the  jurisdiction  in  which  ther 
were  rendered  are  either  foreign  or  domestic.  Considered  with  regard  to  their  effect  in 
putting  an  end  to  an  action,  they  are  either  final  or  interlocutory.  Any  judgment  or 
decree,  leaving  some  further  act  to  be  done  by  the  court,  before  the  rights  of  the  partie* 
are  determined,  and  not  putting  an  end  to  the  action  in  which  it  is  entered,  isinterloca- 
tory.  But  if  it  so  completely  fixes  the  rights  of  the  parties,  that  the  court  has  uothiDg 
further  to  do  in  the  action,  then  it  is  final. 

Again  section  36 : 

That  after  a  decree  has  been  entered  no  further  questions  can  come  before  the  court, 
except  such  as  are  necessary  to  be  determined  in  carrying  the  decree  into  effect,  the 
decree  is  final,  otherwise  it  is  interlocutor^'. 

Bishop  on  Marriage  and  Divorce,  section  1585,  says : 

The  divorce  sentence,  like  any  other  legal  judgment,  can  be  reversed  or  vacated  only 
in  the  way  pointed  out  by  those  rules  of  procedure  which  control  the  courts.  Frand 
furnislies  a  sort  of  exception  to  this  proposition,  but  that  is  explained  in  the  last  chapter. 
So  that  in  the  absence  of  fraud  the  sentence  of  divorce,  when  the  time  is  passed  fur  a 
new  trial,  writ  of  error,  or  the  like,  is  irrevocable. 

And  as  marriage  is  an  international  affair,  and  binds  the  world,  so  is  a  judgment  of 
dissolution  or  of  nullity.     It  fixes  the  status  of  the  parties  and  is  irrevocable. 

It  is  therefore  manifest  under  the  authority  cited  and  the  facts  of  thL« 
case,  that  the  decree  of  divorce  was  a  final  one,  and  that  the  conditioi 
injected  in  said  decree  in  regard  to  the  payment  of  costs,  is  men 
surplusage. 

It  appears  from  the  record  that  the  court  had  jurisdiction  and  full; 
considered  all  questions  necessary  to  a  final  determination  of  the  ca» 
and  ordered  and  decreed — 

That  the  marriage  relation  heretofore  existing  between  the  said  plaintiff  Mary  J 
Poorbaugh,  and  tlie  said  defendant  Philip  Poorbaugh,  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  sn 
aside,  annulled,  and  wholly  held  for  nan^^ht,  and  each  of  said  jwrties  is  hereby  release 
from  aJJ  ohligatious  arifiiD^  from  such  i  elation. 
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Therefore,  after  a  careful  consideration  of  all  the  facts  of  this  case, 

1  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  decree  of  divorce  under  date  of  October 

4,  1882,  was  final,  and  that  the  appellant  since  that  date  has  not  been 

the  legal  wife  of  the  soldier ;  hence  was  not  his  widow  after  his  death. 

The  rejection  is,  therefore,  affirmed. 


specific  disability— section  4608}^,  revised  statutes- 
commencement  of  pensions. 

John  E.  Lamb. 

CSaimant  was  pensioned  in  October,  1885,  at  $30  per  month  for  gunshot  wonnd  of  right 
leg.  In  Sepleiuber,  1894,  the  rate  was  increased  to  $36  per  month  under  the  second 
claase  of  the  act  of  Angnst  4,  188(3,  commencing  January  17,  1894,  date  of  medical 
eiamination.  Held:  The  date  of  commencement  of  said  increase  was  erroneous  for 
the  following  reasons: 

1.  The  evidence  shows  that  at  the  date  of  the  passage  of  the  act  of  August  4,  1886,  he 

had  a  permanent  specific  disability,  which  entitled  him  to  the  rate  of  $30  per  month 
under  said  act,  from  that  date. 

2.  The  increase  of  rate  to  $36  was  by  reason  of  the  fact  that  another  permanent  specific 

disability  bad  arisen,  caused  by  the  amputation  of  his  leg  on  January  19,  1893. 
2.  As  the  claim  was  based  upon  a  permanent  specific  disability,  aud  the  higher  rate  was 
granted  on  the  ground  that  another  permanent  specific  disability  of  a  higher  degree 
existed,  for  which  another  and  higher  late  is  fixed  by  law,  the  right  to  the  higher 
rate  commenced  at  the  date  of  amputation,  and  is  not  governed  by  the  provisions  of 
section  4698],  Revised  Statutes. 

4.  All  claims  for  increase  on  account  of  permanent  specific  disabilities  involving  an 

amputation,  are  included  in  the  exception  contained  in  section  4698],  Kevised 
Statutes  ;  therefore,  in  such  cases,  the  increased  rate  should  commence  from  date  of 
amputation. 

5.  Claims  for  increase  on  account  of  other  specific  disabilities  which  require  a  medical 

examination  to  determine  the  fact  of  existence,  and  date  of  commencement  thereof, 
lure  not  included  in  the  foregoing  rate  ;  therefore,  the  rate  of  increase  therefor  should 
begin  at  the  date  of  medical  examination  under  the  provisions  of  section  4698^, 
Revised  Statutes. 

Aisidant    Secretary  John    M,   Reynolds   to   the    Commissioner    of  Pensions, 

June  SO,  1896, 

The  above-named  olaimant,  late  of  Company  K,  One  hundred  and 
fifth  Illinois  Volunteers,  was  in  receipt  of  pension  at  the  rate  of  $30 
per  month  for  gunshot  wound  of  right  leg,  and  on  April  26,  1893,  he 
filed  an  affidavit  informing  your  Bureau  that  by  reason  of  said  wound 
his  leg  was  amputated  January  19,  1893. 

This  affidavit  was  accepted  as  an  application  for  a  higher  rate  of  pen- 
sion, and  upon  receipt  of  medical  evidence  showing  the  fact,  date  and 
point  of  amputation,  and  also  the  receipt  of  a  certificate  of  examining 
sargeons  dated  January  17,  1894,  corroborating  the  same,  the  rate  of 
pension   was  increased  to  $36  per  month,  under  1\\^  pTON\%\Qvi%  ^S^Wva 
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second  clause  of  the  act  of  August  4,  1886,  the  increase  to  commence 
January  17,  1894,  date  of  medical  examination. 

On  December  17, 1894,  the  pensioner  filed  a  claim  for  reissue  of  his 
certificate  commencing  the  increased  rate  January  19,  1893,  date  of 
amputation,  instead  of  January  17,  1894,  date  of  medical  examination. 

His  right  to  said  reissue  was  denied  February  11,  1895,  and  the 
attorney  has  filed  an  appeal. 

The  contention  is  that — 

The  claimant's  disability  was  permanent  and  specific  before  the  amputation,  and  if 
not,  it  became  permanent  and  specific  January  19, 1893,  when  the  amputation  above  fiie 
knee  was  made,  and  from  that  date  the  provisions  of  section  46984,  Revised  Statutes, 
can  not  legally  apply  to  fix  the  date  of  commencement  of  inciease  of  pension. 

The  original  pension  was  allowed  at  $8  from  date  of  discharge  for 
gunshot  wound  of  right  leg.  ThB  rate  was  increased  to  $18  from  March 
3,  1875 ;  to  $24  from  March  3,  1883,  and  to  $30  from  July  22,  1885. 

These  allowances  were  all  made  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act  of 
August  4,  1886 ;  therefore  the  increase  to  $30  per  month  was  allowed 
under  the  provisions  of  the  second  clause  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1883, 
which  provides  said  rate  for  the  loss  of  a  leg  at  or  above  the  knee,  or 
for  other  disability  which  incapacitates  for  the  performance  of  any 
manual  labor.  With  the  exception  of  a  $30  rate  according  to  rank, 
there  was  then  no  other  authority  of  law  for  granting  $30  per  month 
for  any  disability. 

Claimant  had  not  then  lost  his  leg  by  amputation.  It  is,  therefore, 
apparent  that  the  allowance  of  $30  per  month  was  made  upon  the 
ground  that  claimant  was  unable  to  perform  any  manual  labor. 

About  ten  months  after  this  action  was  taken,  the  act  of  August  4, 
1886,  became  a  law,  which  provides  in  the  first  clause  as  follows : 

That  from  and  after  the  passage  of  this  act  aU  persons  on  the  pension  roUs,  and  all 
persons  hereafter  granted  a  pension,  who,  while  in  the  military  or  naval  service  of  the 
United  States  and  in  line  of  dnty,  shall  have  lost  one  hand  or  one  foot,  or  been  totally 
disabled  in  the  same,  shall  receive  a  pension  of  $30  per  month. 

That  claimant  did  not  formally  apply  for  the  benefits  granted  in  the 
above  provisions  of  law  is  accounted  for  on  the  ground  that  he  was  then 
in  receipt  of  $30  per  month,  therefore  no  benefit  would  have  accrued. 
There  can  be  no  doubt  as  to  his  right  to  have  been  pensioned  at  $30  per 
month  under  said  act  from  and  after  its  passage,  if  the  evidence  was 
sufiicient  to  show  that  either  of  the  conditions  prescribed  existed,  viz: 
loss  of  his  foot,  or  total  disability  in  the  same. 

If  either  of  these  conditions  then  existed  it  is  clear  the  first  contention 
of  the  attorney,  that  claimant's  disability  was  permanent  and  specific 
before  amputation,  must  be  subtained.  This  must  be  determined  by  the 
evidence. 
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Claimant  was  discharged  December  24, 1864,  on  a  surgeon's  certificate 

of  disability — 

Because  of  a  gunahot  wound  of  right  1^  leoeiyed  at  Resaca,  Ga.,  May  15, 1864«  Has 
bad  gangrene  of  the  wound,  resulting  in  extensive  loss  of  snhstanoe  from  the  knee  to 
tte  instep    *    *    *    disability  total 

The  examining  surgeon  who  examined  him  November  8, 1865,  rei>orted 
as  follows : 

Applicant  was  stmck  by  a  ballet  on  tibia  of  left  leg  near  knee,  the  bnllet  scraping 
■Dterior  soriaoe  of  bone  to  near  the  ankle  ;  entire  front  of  leg  10  inches  long  by  3  inches 
-vide  a  rank  ulcer  ;  whole  leg  from  knee  to  foot  greatly  swollen  and  portions  of  dead 
iMxie  constantly  coming  out. 

On  May  19,  1868,  another  examining  surgeon  made  the  following 

leport: 

Oanshot  striking  the  tibia  of  right  leg  just  below  the  knee  ranging  down  the  bone  to 
Hat  ankle  joint,  causing  necrosis  and  exfoliation  of  pretty  much  the  whole  length  of  the 
bone,  leaving  at  the  present  time  achronio  ulcer  some  eight  or  ten  inches  long  by  two 
« three  wide. 

March  3,  1875,  another  surgeon  stated : 

Tlie  limb  from  5J  inches  below  knee  is  swollen,  inflamed,  and  tender  to  touch,  while 
above  the  ankle  joint  an  indolent  ulcer  exists,  irritable  and  painful.  The  tendons  sup- 
ptjing  the  foot  are  useless,  involved  in  the  destruction  of  the  tissues  of  the  anterior 
portion  of  limb.  *  *  *  The  limb  is  daily  becoming  more  useless,  and  amputation  is 
only  a  question  of  time  ;  can  perform  no  manual  labor  in  which  walking  is  neoesaaiy. 

The  examining  sui^eon  who  examined  him  on  September  29, 1879, 
found — 

An  open  ulcer  two  inches  long  at  about  the  middle  of  lower  third,  and  another  near 
onter  malleolus;  foot  and  ankle  swollen  and  deformed,  weak  and  lame;  anterior  tibial 
and  fibular  muscles  in  front  of  the  leg  sloughed  off  and  useless;  unable  to  flex  the  foot 
apon  the  leg;  disability  equivalent  to  loss  of  leg  at  knee,  eta 

On  December  6, 1882,  the  examining  sui^eon  who  then  examined  him 
stated: 

The  tibia  has  been  fractured  and  is  diseased  its  full  length.  He  has  been  advised  to 
tiave  his  leg  amputated  above  the  knee,  and  I  think  if  it  was  my  leg,  I  would  have  it 
saken  off  before  night. 

The  medical  evidence  filed  indicates  a  worse  condition,  if  possible, 
showing  complete  anchylosis  of  the  tibio-tarsal  articulation  and  frequent 
reparation  or  scaling  off  of  dead  pieces  of  bone ;  that  this  condition 
extended  down  into  the  bones  of  the  foot  causing  great  weakness  and 
leformity  ;  that  more  than  half  of  the  shin  bone  its  entire  length  is 
iestroyed,  and  an  ulcerous,  running  open  sore  extends  from  the  knee 
X)  ankle  joint  implicating  the  joint,  causing  complete  anchylosis  and 
leformity,  and  that  he  was  often  confined  to  his  bed  requiring  assistance. 

Such  was  claimant's  condition  as  shown  by  the  evidence  prior  to  the 
unputation  of  the  leg,  and  during  the  period  in.wMck\L^^9A^^Q&\^'Dk^ 
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at  $30  per  month,  and  at  the  date  when  the  act  of  August  4, 1888^^ 
became  a  law.     In  view  of  this  evidence  and  under  a  reasonable  and  ^ 
just  construction  of  the  first  clause  of  said  act  it  may  be  conceded  that  i 
one  of  the  prescribed  conditions,  viz,  total  disability  in  the  foot,  existed. 
and  that  it  was  then  a  permanent  specific  disability,  for  which  the  rate 
of  $30  per  month  is  provided  by  law. 

The  second  contention  of  the  attorney  is,  it  being  a  permanent  specific 
disability,  it  was  erroneous  to  apply  the  provisions  of  section  4698i. 
Revised  Statutes,  to  fix  the  date  of  commencement  of  said  increase. 

A  permanent  specific  disability  is  one  described  in  the  statutes  and. 
for  which  a  definite  rate  of  pension  is  therein  named.  The  rate  fixel 
by  law  for  a  specific  disability  is  unchangeable  except  through  a  change 
of  the  law. 

The  evidence  and  certificates  of  examining  surgeons  only  serve  to 
establish  the  fact  that  a  permanent  specific  disability  exists,  for  which, 
the  rate  is  provided.  It  is  apparent,  therefore,  there  can  be  no  increa» 
of  pension  for  a  permanent  specific  disability  named  in  the  law. 

The  law  fixes  one  rate  only  for  said  disability  and  provides  for  no 
increase.  As  in  this  case,  another  permanent  specific  disability  may 
arise,  which  is  also  described  in  the  law,  and  for  which  another  and  a 
higher  rate  is  fixed. 

Evidence,  and  even  the  certificates  of  examining  surgeons,  may  also 
be  required  to  establish  the  fact,  and  when  established  the  higher  rate 
of  pension  is  allowed  by  operation  of  law  and  not  by  reason  of  increase 
of  the  specific  disability  for  which  the  lower  rate  was  granted. 

The  evidence  required  to  establish  the  right  to  pension  for  either  of 
the  permanent  specific  disabilities  described  in  the  law,  is  not  unlike 
that  required  in  an  original  claim.  Each  class  stands  independent  of 
that  of  a  lower  grade,  and  appropriate  evidence  is  required  to  establish 
the  right  to  pension  in  either  case. 

The  act  of  August  4,  1886,  became  operative  from  and  after  its  pass^ 
age,  and  applied  to  all  persons  on  the  pension  rolls  and  all  persons 
hereafter  granted  a  pension,  and  when  the  conditions  prescribed  existed 
it  was  provided  that  they  shall  receive  a  pension  at  $30,  $36  or  $45  per 
month,  as  the  case  may  be. 

Claimant's  right  to  pension  at  $30  per  month  at  the  date  of  the  pass- 
age of  said  act  is  conceded,  although  he  would  have  derived  no  benefit 
therefrom,  as  he  was  then  on  the  rolls  at  that  rate. 

He  established  his  right  to  pension  at  the  rate  of  $36  per  month  under 
the  provisions  of  the  second  clause  of  said  act  by  the  evidence  of  the 
operating  surgeon  and  his  assistant,  showing  that  on  the  19th  day  of 
January,  1893,  the  leg  was  amputated  above  the  knee. 

The  fact  of  amputation  and  the  condition  of  the  stump  was  also  shown 
by  the  certificate  of  the  examining  surgeons  of  January  17,  1894,  about 
a  year  later. 
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When  this  higher  specific  disability  arose,  under  the  mandates  of  the 
law — ''shall  receive  a  pension  of  $36  per  month/' — his  right  to  said  rate 
oommenced. 

The  same  is  true  in  all  cases  based  upon  a  like  permanent  specific 
disability.  As  already  stated  the  lawful  rate  for  a  permanent  specific 
disability  can  not  be  increased.  A  higher  rate  is  permissible  only  when 
the  existence  of  another  specific  disability  is  established,  for  which  the 
law  fixes  a  higher  rate. 

It  is  evidently  for  this  reason  that  section  4698^  commences  with  the 
language  "except  in  cases  of  permanent  specific  disabilities,"  thereby 
exempting  that  class,  but  providing  that  the  increased  rate,  based  upon 
general  or  non-specific  disabilities,  shall  commence  from  the  date  of 
medical  examination. 

The  amputation  of  a  hand  or  a  foot,  an  arm  or  a  1^,  causes  a  perma- 
nent specific  disability,  for  which,  in  each  instance,  a  specific  rate  is 
provided  by  law. 

It  is  therefore  held  that  all  claims  for  increase  on  account  of  such 
specific  disabilities,  involving  an  amputation,  are  included  in  the  excep- 
tion contained  in  section  4698^,  Revised  Statutes,  and  that,  in  such 
cases,  the  increased  rate  should  commence  from  the  date  of  amputation, 
and  not  from  the  date  of  medical  examination. 

Claims  for  increase  on  account  of  other  specific  disabilities  which 
require  a  medical  examination  to  determine  the  fact  of  existence,  and 
date  of  commencement  thereof,  are  not  included  in  the  foregoing  rule, 
and  the  rate  of  increase  therefor  should  begin  at  the  date  of  medical 
examination  under  the  provisions  of  section  4698^,  Revised  Statutes. 

In  accordance  with  these  views,  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  appeal 
sl^ould  be  sustained. 

You  are  therefore  respectfully  directed  to  reopen  the  claim  for  reissue 
and  allow  the  rate  of  $36  per  month  from  January  19,  1893,  date  of 
amputation,  deducting  payments  already  made  during  the  same  period. 

The  views  expressed  in  the  decision  of  January  19,  1895,  in  the  case 
of  Levi  Carkins,  Company  B,  Seventh  Iowa  Infantry,  Certificate  No. 
116,167,  in  conflict  with  the  foregoing,  are  hereby  revoked. 


evidence— marriage. 
Mary  C.  Buckley  (widow). 

daimant's  marriage  to  soldier  in  1877  is  shown  by  record  evidence,  and  she  lived 
with  him  as  a  wife  from  the  time  the  ceremony  was  performed  nntil  his  death  in 
1884,  and  bore  him  four  children,  who  survived  soldier.  Appellant  was  never 
married  prior  to  her  marriage  with  soldier,  and  no  evidence  appears  in  the  case 
tending  to  show  that  soldier  was  ever  previously  married,  but  all  the  witnesses 
wbo  have  testWed  in  the  claim  state  that  they  never  lueatd  \\>  \XL\Ai&aX»^V^^V^^^^E^^ 
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been  preyionsly  married,  but  prior  to  this  marriage  he  represented  himself  tobei 
single  man,  and  they  believed  this,  and  have  no  reason  to  believe  otherwiae. 
That  a  legal  marriage  between  claimant  and  soldier  is  proved. 

Assistant   Secretary  John   M,    Reynolds   to    the    Commissioner   of  Penmt, 

June  6,  1896. 

William  Buckley  enlisted  in  Company  F,  Twelfth  Maine  Volunteere, 
October  1^,  1861,  and  was  discharged  April  18,  1866.  He  filed  a  claim 
for  pension  January  26,  1883,  alleging  chronic  diarrhea  contracted  in 
the  service  and  line  of  duty  in  September,  1864.  He  died  OctobCT2, 
1884.  August  23,  1890,  Mary  C.  Buckley  applied  for  pension  under 
the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  as  his  widow,  alleging  that  she  was  married 
to  said  soldier  September  3,  1877,  and  that  four  children  under  the  age 
of  16  years,  the  issue  of  said  marriage,  survived  said  soldier.  } 

This  claim  (as  also  soldier's  invalid  claim,  widow  completing,)  was 
rejected  December  23,  1895,  on  the  ground  that  claimant,  though  aided 
by  a  special  examination,  has  declared  her  inability  to  prove  that  she 
is  the  legal  widow  of  the  soldier. 

From  this  action  an  appeal  was  filed  March  26,  1896. 

Claimant  has  furnished  record  evidence  of  her  marriage  to  the 
soldier,  and  it  is  shown  that  from  their  marriage  to  his  death  they 
cohabited  together  as  husband  and  wife,  and  four  children  were  born 
to  them.  There  is  not  a  syllable  in  the  evidence  suggesting  that 
soldier  was  ever  married  prior  to  his  marriage  to  claimant,  and  nothing 
appears  in  the  case  to  warrant  the  rejection  of  the  claim,  unless  the 
fact  that  no  evidence  of  his  whereabouts  from  discharge  in  1866  to 
about  1875  could  be  obtained  was  considered  as  ground  for  such  action. 
No  one  was  interviewed  who  ever  heard  of  or  had  a  suspicion  of  a 
former  marriage  by  soldier.  Claimant  and  her  neighbors  state  that  he 
represented  himself  to  be  a  single  man  when  he  came  to  that  commu- 
nity (Bankin  County,  Miss.),  about  the  year  1875. 

Soldier  enlisted  in  1861  in  Maine,  and  was  discharged  in  1866  at 
Savannah,  Ga.  Claimant  states  that  he  told  her  that  he  had  never 
been  married  prior  to  his  marriage  to  her ;  that  he  said  that  his  home 
was  in  St.  Johns,  New  Brunswick,  where  his  mother  lived ;  that  hia 
father  was  dead,  and  that  he  had  a  brother  living  near  Austin,  Tex.; 
that  soldier  told  her  he  had  traveled  about  a  good  deal  since  his 
discharge  and  had  worked  as  a  farm  hand  at  different  places,  among 
others  at  Travis  County,  Tex.,  and  Yazoo  County,  Miss.  Claimant 
says  she  wrote  to  soldier's  mother  and  brother  since  her  husband's 
death,  but  was  never  able  to  get  a  reply,  and  she  had  no  data  as  to 
their  correct  post-office  address,  and  that  soldier  had  not  received 
letters  from  his  family  since  their  marriage,  and  she  has  no  means  of 
proving  that  he  never  was  married  prior  to  \\\^xcL«jrt\»%%\ft\vet^ci\Xi<a 
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soldier's  statements.     The  claim  was  sent  to  the  field  for  special 
^xamina'tion,  and  was  examined  in  the  neighborhood  (Rankin  County , 
;Miss-»)  where  claimant  and  soldier  lived  from  the  time  of  their  mar- 
riage to   his  death,  and  in  Polk  County,  Tex.,  where  claimant  now 
liv^,  and  her  testimony  has  been  fully  corroborated.     No  effort  was 
Tnade  to  secure  the  testimony  of  any  of  the  soldier's  comrades,  nor  to 
£Lnd  any  of  his  relatives. 

The  claimant  has  done  all  she  can  to  prove  that  her  marriage  to 
soldier  was  legal,  and  the  law,  in  the  absence  of  any  fact  or  circum- 
stance indicating  the  contrary,  will  presume  her  marriage  legal.     She 
has  furnished  record  evidence  of  the  celebration  of  a  marriage  between 
lierself  and  the  soldier,  and  proved  a  continuous  living  together  from 
the  date  of  the  ceremonv  until  soldier's  death. 

If  the  celebration  of  a  marriage  is  proved  the  validity  of  the  marriage,  the  contract, 
and  the  capacity  of  the  parties  is  presumed.     (Stewart  on  Mar.  &  Div.,  Sec.  129.) 

No  facts  have  been  shown  in  this  case  which  raise  a  counter  pre- 
samption,  and  this  being  so,  the  burden  of  proof  is  on  the  Government 
to  show  that  said  marriage  is  invalid. 

The  action  of  your  Bureau  is,  therefore,  reversed. 


tttle  to  pension— act  june  87,  1890— dependence. 

Fbances  Kendall  (widow). 

1.  Section  3  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  pensions  a  condition. 

2.  The  right  of  a  widow  to  a  pension  nnder  said  act  must  be  determined  by  her  condition 

at  the  time  she  seeks  to  establish  her  right;  it  is  in  no  way  dependent  npon  or 
connected  with  her  previous  condition. 
1  Additional  evidence,  filed  with  the  declared  intent  to  show  a  material  change  in 
condition,  since  the  filing  of  original  declaration,  or  the  rejection  of  original  claim, 
must  be  in  support  of  a  new  declaration,  and  can  not  be  considered  as  supplemental 
or  amendatory  to  the  original  declaration. 

AisigkiTU  Secretary  John    M.    Reynolds   to    the    Commissioner   of   Pensions, 

June  13,  1896, 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  refusal,  February  14,  1896,  to  reopen  a 
a  widow's  claim,  declaration  filed  July  31,  1893,  and  it  is  also  a  motion 
to  reconsider  the  action  of  the  Department  in  affirming  the  rejection  of 
said  widow's  claim  June  30,  1894.  Claim  was  rejected  April  3,  1894, 
on  ground  that  claimant  was  not  dependent  within  the  meaning  of  the 
act  of  June  27,  1890. 

On  August  22,  1895,  the  attorney  herein  filed  new  evidence,  tending 
to  show  that  the  financial  condition  of  widow  had  materially  changed 
since  the  Departmental  decision  of  June  30, 1894,  and  claiming  thereby 
that  this  evidence  ia,  bo  to  speak,  supplemental  to  t\ie  'wVAo^^^  otv^w^jX 
declaration,  and  should  he  considered  as  a  part  of  said  d^aT\i.\AOii. 
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It  was  decided  by  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions,  and  that  decision 
was  sustained  by  the  Department,  that  inasmuch  as  the  claimant  was 
in  possession  of  an  estate,  equivalent  to  a  principal  sum  of  $3,500,  she 
did  not  have  a  pensionable  status.  This  new  evidence  sets  out  that 
said  principal  sum  has  become  materially  diminished. 

As  I  have  said  in  previous  decisions,  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  pensions 
a  condition. 

Following  out  this  doctrine  a  widow  must  be  in  a  certain  condition, 
under  section  3  of  said  act,  before  her  right  to  a  pension  arises.  It  has 
been  decided,  as  I  have  stated,  that  claimant  was  not  in  such  a  condi- 
tion when  she  previously  sought  a  pension,  and  that  decision  was  final 
as  far  as  the  condition  that  then  existed  was  concerned.  She  had  no 
right  to  a  pension  at  that  time.  When,  however,  her  condition  mate- 
rially changes,  she  again  ha«  the  opportunity  to  establish  her  right,  bat 
this  right  must  be  determined  by  her  condition  at  the  time  she  seeks  to 
establish  her  right,  and  it  is  in  no  way  dependent  upon,  or  connected 
with,  her  previous  condition.  The  right  must  stand  or  fiall  according 
to  her  condition  at  the  time  when  she  seeks  to  establish  her  right 
This  right  is  not  a  continuing  right,  but  is  one  that  springs  into  exist. 
ence  by  virtue  of  an  existing  condition.  It  is  clear  that  if  claimant's 
condition  is  different  from  that  on  July  31,  1893,  she  must  set  out,  by  a 
declaration,  her  condition  as  it  now  exists,  and  base  her  right  upon  that 
condition. 

The  action  appealed  from  is  affirmed,  and  the  motion  for  reconsidera- 
tion is  overruled. 


SPECIFIC  DISABILiITY  DEFTVED— INCREASE— COMMENCEMENT  OF 

PENSION. 

William  H.  Parker  (deceased). 

A  permanent  specific  disability  within  the  purview  of  section  4696 J,  Revised  Statates, 
is  one  which  is  due  to  wound,  injury,  or  disease,  contracted  in  the  military  or  naval 
service  of  the  United  States,  and  in  line  of  duty,  and  which  is  unchanging  in  chaiBCter, 
and  which,  when  once  established,  does  not  require  subsequent  medical  examination  to 
determine  its  existence,  and  is  particularly  enumerated  or  classified,  and  for  which 
a  fixed  and  definite  rate  of  pension  is  named  m  the  law;  as  the  loss  of  a  hand,  foot, 
arm,  or  a  leg. 

Assistant  Secretary  John   M,   Reynolds    to    the    Commissioner    of  Pennons, 

January  19,  1895, 

This  is  a  motion  for  reconsideration  of  the  Department  decision  oi 
February  14,  1893,  in  the  increase  claim  of  William  H.  Parker, 
deceased  (Certificate  No.  18,071),  late  of  Company  F,  Second  New 
York  Volunteer  Cavalry,  upon  the  ground  that  it  was  in  violation  oi 
section  4698J  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  and  aYso  \r^o\i  \Xife  ^WNX^d  <i1 
objectionable  langusige  contained  in  the  decVeioii. 
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The  language  objected  to  is  found  in  the  seventh  paragraph  of  the 
ecisioD,  and  is  as  follows : 

The  foregoiDg  slatement  of  the  fonner  action  of  your  Bureau  in  the  adjudication  of 
tM  claim  renders  it  very  apparent  that  the  soldier  and  this  appellant  have  not  only 
ae(  with  more  than  justice,  but  have  been  treated  with  extreme  liberality  in  the 
idjostment  of  the  rates  of  pension  that  have  been  allowed,  and  that  this  appeal  is 
ffithout  reason  or  merit. 

Appellant  alleges  in  effect  that  the  imputation  conveyed  by  this 
langoage  charges  her  with  asking  for  and  receiving  '^more  than  justice 
&om  the  Government." 

The  Department  can  not  undertake  to  be  answerable  for  the  particu- 
lar language  used  by  previous  administrations  in  the  discussion  of  a 
ase,  especially  if  the  language  complained  of  can  be  stricken  from  the 
spinion  and  yet  not  change  the  result. 

The  decision  of  the  Department  was  contained  in  the  last  paragraph 
}f  the  opinion,  and  is  as  follows : 

The  action  of  your  Bureau  in  this  claim  was  strictly  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
)f  the  law,  was  manifestly  correct  and  proper,  and  is  hereby  affirmed. 

This  language  relieves  the  claimant  of  any  imputation  of  having 
•eceived  "more  than  justice,"  as  what  she  received  was  received 
hrough  the  action  of  your  Bureau,  and  was  found  to  be  strictly  in 
locordance  with  law. 

The  other  objection  is  that  the  action  was  not  in  accordance  with  the 
irovisions  of  section  4698^,  Eevised  Statutes,  which  provides  as 
dIIows: 

Except  in  cases  of  permanent  specific  disabilities  no  increase  of  pension  shall  be 
lowed  to  commence  prior  to  the  date  of  the  examining  surgeon's  certificate  establishing 
le  same,  made  under  the  pending  claim  for  increase,  and  in  this,  as  well  as  all  other 
lees,  the  certificate  of  an  examining  surgeon,  or  a  board  of  examining  surgeons,  shall 
}  snl^ect  to  the  approval  of  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions. 

If  soldier's  disability  was  a  "  permanent  specific  disability  "  within 
16  meaning  of  this  section  the  contention  of  claimant  would  be  well 
ken. 

Soldier's  disability  for  which  he  was  pensioned  was  gunshot  wound 
'  right  knee  and  hip,  rheumatism,  and  resulting  general  paresis. 
In  claimant's  application  for  increase,  filed  November  16,  1887,  she 
scribes  soldier's  disability  as  follows : 

Gronshot  wound  of  right  thigh  and  knee  and  resulting  in  necrosis  and  chronic  abscess. 
Iditional  pension  is  also  claimed  on  malaria  and  rheumatism  contracted  at  or  near 
inasBas,  Va.,  about  May,  1862,  caused  by  exposure  in  the  service;  also  injury  to  spine 
d  partial  paralysis  incurred  at  or  near  Manassas,  Va.,  about  August,  1862,  by  his 
rae  falling  on  him.  These  disabilities  have  resulted  in  insanity  and  loss  of  sight  of 
:ht  eye  September,  1880. 

In  the  application  for  increase  filed  by  soldier  MAXc\i  ^^^Y^'^'l^V^ 
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describes  his  disability  as  wound  in  right  thigh,  hip,  and  knee,  the  Inll 
in  the  hip  wound  passing  into  his  groin,  affecting  his  spine,  and 
resulting  in  disease  of  the  eyes. 

These  disabilities  are  none  of  them  such  as  are  designated  in  the 
pension  laws  as  '^  permanent  specific  disabilities  "  and  coming  within 
the  exception  of  section  4698^  of  the  Revised  Statutes. 

A  permanent  specific  disability  is  one  that  is  due  to  wounds,  injuries, 
or  disease  contracted  in  the  service,  and  in  line  of  duty,  and  which  is 
unchanging,  fixed,  and  permanent  in  character,  and  which,  when  once  \ 
established,   does  not  require    subsequent    medical  examinations  to   L 
determine  its  existence  or  continuance,  and  which  disability  is  particu- 
larly enumerated  or  classified,  and  for  which  a  fixed  and  definite  rate 
of  pension  is  named  in  the  law ;  as  for  example,  the  loss  of  both  feet, 
both  hands,  one  foot  and  one  hand,  as  provided  in  section  4697,  Bevieed 
Statutes;  the  loss  of  an  arm  at  or  above  the  elbow,  or  a  leg  at  or  above 
the  knee,  as  provided  in  the  act  of  June  18,  1874,  and  act  of  March  3, 
1883 ;  the  loss  of  one  hand  or  one  foot,  or  total  and  permanent  disar 
bility  in  both,  as  provided  for  in  act  of  February  28, 1877  ;  loss  of  both 
hands  or  both  feet,  as  provided  for  in  the  act  of  June  17,  1878,  and  the 
act  of  March  3,  1879 ;  amputation  of  leg  at  hip  joint,  as  provided  for  in 
the  act  of  March  3,  1879,  and  the  act  of  August  4, 1886 ;  loss  of  arm  at 
the  shoulder  joint,  as  provided  for  in  the  act  of  March  3,  1885,  and  act 
of  August  4,  1886. 

Attorney  General  Devens  rendered  a  decision  on  May  17, 1879,  in  the 
case  of  Henry  Hutchinson,  who  had  applied  for  pension  for  loss  of  1^ 
and  partial  loss  of  use  of  right  arm,  and  who  had  been  pensioned  at 
$18  per  month,  for  the  specific  disability  due  to  loss  of  leg,  which  was 
the  fixed  rate  at  that  time.  He  was  granted  an  increase  of  $24  under 
the  provisions  of  section  4698,  Revised  Statutes,  which  provided  that 
rate  for  those  who  had — 

Lost  one  hand  and  one  foot,  or  been  totaUy  and  permanently  di£Abled  in  the  same,  or 
otherwise  so  disabled  as  to  be  incapacitated  for  manual  labor. 

His  increased  rate  of  $24  was  made  to  commence  on  the  date  of  hia 
medical  examination,  October  3, 1877,  and  the  question  was  presented 
whether  the  loss  of  leg  and  the  f|  rating  for  injury  to  arm  disabling 
him  for  manual  labor  constituted  a  case  of  specific  or  non-specific 
disability  under  section  4698^,  Bevised  Statutes. 

The  Attorney  General  said : 

Upon  this  state  of  facts  yon  snggest  these  two  inqniries: 

1.  Does  incapacity  to  perform  manual  labor,  arising  from  oanses  like  the  above 
mentioned,  constitute  a  specific  disability  within  the  meaning  of  section  4698}  of  the 
Revised  Statutes  ? 

2.  If  it  does,  have  I  (the  Secretary  of  the  Interior)  the  right  now  to  allow  him  back 
pension  from  June  6, 1866,  at  the  rates  claimed,  the  disability  in  the  arm  having  been 
shown  in  each  of  his  applications  for  pension? 


—  J 
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1 .  1  think  the  disabilitieB  which  are  to  be  deemed  ' *  specific ' '  are  those  s}>eoified  in  the 

ajDO^e-cited  statntes — snch  as  the  loss  of  a  hand,  foot,  or  eye.     Injnries,  like  those  sos- 

^Ained  by  Mr.  Hntchinson,  requiring  medical  examination  to  ascertain  and  declare  their 

nature  and  extent,  and  as  to  the  effect  of  which  there  is  room  for  difference  of  opinion, 

X  do  not  consider  *'  si»ecific ' '  disabilities. 

2.  The  answer  I  have  felt  constrained  to  give  to  the  first  qnestion,  obviates  the  nece&- 
aty  for  considering  the  second. 

In  the  case  of  De  Tar  (4  P.  D.,  130),  appellant  was  a  captain,  and 

^38  disabled  by  the  amputation  of  his  right  leg  below  the  knee,  and 

T)y  a  right  inguinal  hernia.     He  was  pensioned  at  $20  a  month  from  the 

4at6  of  discharge,  $24  a  month  from  March  3,  1883,  and  $30  a  month 

from  May  21,  1884. 

Claimant  appealed,  contending  that  he  was  improperly  rated. 
Aflsistant  Secretary  Bussey,  in  rendering  the  opinion  in  that  case,  said: 

Ibe  highest  rate  provided  for  this  captain,  whatever  the  number  and  extent  of  his 
diabilities,  was  originally  $20  a  month.  Three-fifths  of  this  may  be  said  to  have  been 
due  to  his  rank,  as  an  enlisted  man,  for  the  same  disability  would  have  received  only  $8 
a  month.  An  amputation  below  the  knee  is  synonymous,  in  the  law,  with  the  loss  of  a 
fool  The  loss  of  this  officer's  foot  was  such  a  disability  as  originally  entitled  him  to 
the  highest  rate  known  to  the  law.  For  this  reason,  although  he  had  also  a  hernia,  his 
pension  could  not  have  been  greater  than  $20  a  month. 

The  law  is  still  the  same,  excepting  that  Congress  has  from  time  to  time  taken  up 
eotain  disabilities  and  named  them  in  the  statutes  and  provided  special  rates  for  them. 
Iliese became  known  thenceforward  as  ^* specific''  disabilities.  Hence  the  same  disa- 
bility may  be  specific  at  one  date,  but  not  at  an  earlier  date.  The  loss  of  one  foot  first 
became  specific,  so  as  to  increase  the  total  pension  of  a  captain,  on  the  3d  of  March, 
1883,  and  the  rate  of  $24  was  then  specified  for  it.  A  hernia  has  never  been  so  specified, 
and  a  pension  on  account  of  it  is  therefore  rated  under  the  original  law.  The  appellant 
did  not  prosecute  his  claim  for  hernia  at  first,  and  did  not  need  to.  Entering  the  case  as  it 
does  under  the  original  law,  this  disability  must  be  governed  by  section  4698^  of  the 
Berised  Statutes. 

This  subject  was  very  fully  considered  in  the  case  of  Batchelor  E. 
Beachman  (7  P.  D.,  249). 

Such  permanent  specific  disabilities,  when  once  established,  require 
no  further  medical  examination,  and  the  pension  in  such  cases  com- 
mences from  the  date  of  filing  the  declaration,  if  filed  subsequent  to 
the  30th  of  June,  1880,  upon  proof  that  the  disability  then  existed,  or 
from  the  date  of  the  act  authorizing  the  same. 

In  applications  for  increase  based  upon  such  permanent  specific 
disabilities,  the  commencement  is  not  limited  by  the  date  of  the 
examining  surgeon's  certificate,  although  it  might  occur  that  the  evi- 
dence which  first  established  the  existence  of  the  permanent  specific 
disability  might  fix  the  date  of  commencement. 

In  the  case  of  general  and  equivalent  disabilities  the  rule  is  dififerent, 
and  such  cases  are  plainly  within  the  plain  letter  and  intent  of  section 
4698^,  Bevised  Statutes,  and  the  reason  therefor  is  apparent.  TVv!^  ^&j(^t& 
neoeeeary  to  the  determiB&tion  of  the  degree  of  diB8\A\i\>j  m  ^^^dj^i^K^  ^1 


202  DECISIONS   RELATING   TO   PENSIONS. 

general  or  equivalent  disabilities  are  mainly  medical,  and  shoald  properly 
be  established  by  expert  medical  evidence,  sach  as  is  furnished  by  the 
certificates  of  the  examining  surgeon  or  board  of  surgeons. 

As  the  disability  for  which  increase  was  allowed  in  the  case  under 
consideration  was  not  specific,  it  was  properly  made  to  commence  from 
the  date  of  the  medical  examination  establishing  the  same,  which  was 
April  28,  1888,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the  same  condition  then 
found  to  exist  had  existed  prior  thereto. 

For  this  reason  the  motion  for  reconsideration  must  be  denied. 


ATTORNEYSHIP— POWER  OV   ATTORNEY— EVLDKNCB. 

B.  H.  Clark  (claimant). 
Edgar  T.  Gaddib  (attorney). 

Where  a  power  of  attorney,  which  is  valid  on  its  face,  is  latently  ambiguous  hecaose 
there  are  several  claims  to  any  one  of  which  it  may,  by  its  terms,  be  applicable, 
extrinsic  evidence  is  admissible  for  the  purpose  of  showing  to  which  one  of  suoh 
claims  it  was  intended  to  apply. 

Assistant   Secretary  John    M.  Reynolds    to    the    Commissioner    of  Penswrn, 

May  16,  1896. 

This  appellant  has  been  denied  recognition  as  attorney  in  the  above 
entitled  claim  (No.  680,032)  on  the  ground  that  the  power  of  attorney 
filed  by  him  does  not  specify  the  claim  to  which  it  was  intended  to 
apply,  there  being  two  pending  claims,  one  under  the  general  law  and 
one  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

He  contends  in  this  appeal,  filed  November  20, 1895,  that  said  power 
was  intended  to  apply  to  the  general  law  claim,  as  he  had  no  knowledge 
of  any  claim  having  been  filed  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

Said  power  of  attorney,  which  is  dated  June  24,  1892,  states  this 
appellant  is  appointed  attorney  "  to  prosecute  my  claim,  for  original 
pension  No.  680,032,"  etc. 

The  question  presented  is  whether  such  power  is  valid,  and  if  so,  to 
which  of  the  pending  claims  it  should  be  applied. 

This  power  of  attorney  is,  on  its  face,  a  valid  instrument,  and  should, 
under  a  well  known  rule  of  contract  law,  be  given  effect,  if  it  is  possible 
to  do  so. 

The  only  difficulty  in  giving  effect  to  the  power  of  attorney  arises 
from  facts  not  disclosed  in  the  instrument.  The  fact  that  there  are  two 
pending  original  claims  for  pension,  to  either  of  which  it  may,  by  its 
terms,  apply,  gives  rise  to  a  latent  ambiguity,  which,  under  an  equally 
well  known  rule  of  law,  may  be  explained  by  extrinsic  evidence.  "  That 
IS  BufRcientiy  certam  which  may  be  made  certamV''  «ai^^  Vsv  «m.^  «wafc^ 
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Ldence  is  admissible  for  the  purpose  of  showing  what  particular  thing, 
the  several  things  to  which  the  instrument  is,  on  its  face,  applicable, 
\Sy  in  fact,  intended  in  the  instrument. 

As  to  what  evidence  is  thus  admissible,  or  what  is  sufficient  proof  in 
ch  case,  I  need  not  state.  Those  are  questions  which  should  properly 
first  passed  upon  by  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions. 
Any  decisions  or  parts  of  decisions  in  conflict  herewith  are  hereby 
erruled;  and  your  action  in  this  case  is  reversed,  with  directions  to 
Ijudicate  the  case  in  accordance  with  the  views  herein  expressed. 


bestobatiox— mbdical.  evidence— section  4719,  revisei> 

statutes. 

Mark  G.  Campbell. 

.  Voder  section  4719,  Kevised  StatnteB,  evidence  of  a  medical  character  as  to  contin- 
uance of  disability  is  an  absolute  necessity  in  establishing  a  claim  for  restoration,  if 
daimant  was  originally  not  exempt  from  biennial  examination. 

I  The  alleged  loss  of  pension  certificate  and  discharge  x>apcrs  in  1882  is  not  a  satisfactory 
explanation  of  failure  to  claim  pension  from  1870  to  1889. 

Aigidant  Secretary   John    M.    Reynolds    to   the    Commissioner   of   Pensions^ 

June  6,  1896. 

Appellant  was  a  pensioner,  under  certificate  No.  27,054,  from  June  4, 
I8d3,  to  September  4,  1864,  at  $8  per  month  ;  from  September  4,  1864, 
0  March  4, 1869,  at  $6  per  month,  and  from  March  4,  1869,  to  Decem- 
er  4, 1870,  at  $4  per  month.  He  then  ceased  to  draw  his  pension,  and 
as  dropped  from  the  rolls  under  section  4719  of  the  Revised  Statutes, 
n  February  1,  1895,  he  filed  his  declaration  for  restoration,  and  his 
lum  was  rejected  February  4, 1896,  because  of  claimant's  acknowledged 
lability  to  prove  continuance  of  disability  from  date  of  dropping  up  to 
16  present  time.  An  appeal  is  filed  April  18, 1896,  alleging  error  in  law. 
The  issue  made  in  the  appeal  is,  that  the  act  of  June  21,  1879,  which 
K)lished  biennial  examinations,  did,  by  its  terms,  repeal  so  much  of 
id  section  4719  as  required  medical  evidence  as  to  continuance  of 
sability  in  cases  of  pensioners  dropped  from  the  rolls ;  for  appellant 
ys: 

The  repeal  of  tbe  law  requiring  biennial  examinations  necessarily  carried  with  it  all 
ttters  in  which  the  question  of  biennial  examinations  was  at  issue. 

The  fallacy  of  attorney's  contention  is  apparent  upon  a  reading  of  the 
id  section.  The  statute  states,  after  providing  for  the  dropping  of  the 
^me  from  the  rolls,  that  such  an  act  shall  be — 

Subject  to  the  rip:ht  of  restoration  to  the  same,  on  a  new  appUcatiou,    »    *    ♦    mscot!^- 
Died  hjr  evidence,  and  by  medical  evidence,  in  cases  of  invalids  v?\io  vj^t^  Tio\»  ^3^«sa:^\ 
D  biennial  examinationa,  aa  to  the  continuance  of  the  diaa\)\lit^. 
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There  can  be  no  qaestion  but  that  claimant  was  not  exempt,  fomerly, 
from  biennial  examinations.     His  examination  in  1863,  when  his  origi- 
nal claim  commenced,  showed,  in  the  words  of  the  examining  surgeon, 
that  his  disability  was  '^  temporary.'^     The  record  shows  that  his  pension 
was  rednced  from  $8  to  $6,  and  from  $6  to  $4,  inside  of  six  years ;  and 
the  presumption  set  out  in  section  4719  is  strengthened  by  this  part  of 
the  history  of  the  case.     Under  said  section,  claimant  mast  do  two 
things  before  he  can  be  restored:   first,  furnish  satisfactory  evidence 
why  he  did  not  claim  pension  from  1870  till  1889;  he  gives  bat  one 
reason  for  not  drawing  his  pension,  viz.,  that  in  1882  he  lost  his  pension 
certificate  and  discharge  papers.    Second,  he  must  produce  medical 
evidence  of  continuance  of  disability  from  date  of  dropping  up  to  date 
of  application. 

He  admits  that  he  can  not  produce  any,  but  gives  as  his  reason  that 
he  has  not  lived  in  any  one  place  any  length  of  time,  that  he  made  bat 
few  acquaintances,  etc.,  and  the  only  doctor  that  he  remembers 
employing  has  "  moved  away." 

It  is  well  to  note,  at  this  point,  that  the  examining  board  of  surgeons 
find  no  evidence  of  chronic  diarrhea,  one  of  his  former  pensioned 
causes.  I  am  of  the  opinion,  in  accordance  with  previous  rulings  of 
the  Department,  that  a  claimant  for  restoration,  in  a  case  like  the  one 
at  bar,  must,  under  section  4719,  produce  medical  evidence  or  evidence 
of  like  character  showing  continuance  of  disability.  This,  claimant  has 
not  done ;  neither  are  his  reasons  for  his  inability  to  do  so  entirely  sat- 
isfactory. I  am  also  of  the  opinion  that  claimant  has  not  satisfactorily 
accounted  for  his  omission  to  draw  his  pension  during  the  interim 
between  1870  and  1889,  and  that  the  presumption  attaching  to  claimant, 
by  reason  of  section  4719,  has  not  been  overthrown. 

The  action  appealed  from  is  affirmed. 


kbstoratton-declabation. 

Theodore  Chirgaden. 

Pension  was  granted  under  the  act  of  Jane  27, 1890,  and  sabeeqnently  pensioner's  name 
was  dropped  from  the  rolls.  In  a  claim  for  restoration  he  failed  to  state  he  had 
served  ninety  days  and  received  an  honorable  discharge. 

Held:  As  sufficient  data  was  furnished  in  the  declaration  to  establish  claimant's 
identity,  that  he  claimed  restoration  on  account  of  the  same  causes  of  disability,  and 
that  the  omission  had  been  supplied  in  his  original  declaration,  which  was  a  part  of 
the  record  history  of  the  case,  the  declaration  should  be  accepted  as  sufficient. 

Assistant   Secretary   John    M,  Reynolds   to    the    Commissioner    of  PentionSj 

June  6,  1896. 

The  attorney  in  this  case  filed  an  appeal  l&ak.Tc^^'^,\^'^^^iT«lSl^iK^ 
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r^Qfofial  of  your  Bureau  to  accept  a  declaratiou  for  restoration  of  pension 
under  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  as  a  valid  declaration. 

It  appears  that  a  declaration  for  pension  was  filed  August  5,  1890, 

xinder  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  wherein  all  the  averments  necessary  to 

sui  original  declaration  were  set  forth,  and  in  which  disability  was 

siU^ed  from  disease  of  legs,  back,  throat  and  lungs,  results  of  measles. 

The  claim  was  allowed  (Certificate  No.  644,560)  from  date  of  filing,  at 

^e  rate  of  $6  per  month,  the  requisite  degree  of  disability  having  been 

accepted  from  "  disease  of  eyes  and  throat."    Pensioner's  name  was 

ciropped  from  the  rolls  October  11,  1894,  for  the  reason  he  was  not 

ratably  disabled  for  earning  a  support  by  manual  labor. 

A  claim  for  restoration  was  rejected  January  15, 1896. 

Another  claim  for  restoration  was  filed  February  28,  1896,  in  which 

the  organization  of  service,  the  number  of  his  certificate,  and  date  of 

last  payment  were  given,  and  that  he  was  pensioned  at  $6  per  month 

on  account  of  disease  of  eyes  and  throat,  and  was  dropped  from  the 

toIIb,  on  the  ground  of  not  being  entitled  to  a  rating  under  said  act ; 

and  believing  great  injustice  was  done,  as  he  was  then  totally  disabled 

for  manual  labor,  he  asked  to  be  restored  to  the  rolls  from  the  date  of 

dropping.     In  a  communication  from  your  Bureau  dated  March  16, 

1896,  he  was  informed  that  said  declaration  for  restoration  was  invalid — 

For  the  reason  it  iails  to  state  service  of  ninety  or  more  days  in  the  military  or  naval 
service  of  the  United  States  in  the  war  of  the  rebellion  and  an  honorable  discharge. 

It  is  from  this  action  the  appeal  was  filed,  the  contention  being  that 
the  data  required  is  unnecessary  for  the  reason  that  it  was  fully  set 
forth  in  his  original  declaration,  and  pension  was  granted  thereunder, 
citing  two  former  Departmental  decisions.  There  appears  to  have  been 
DO  prescribed  form  for  a  declaration  for  restoration  of  a'  pension  granted 
under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

If  a  pension  has  been  granted  under  said  act,  it  must  be  assumed 
that  all  the  necessary  averments,  under  the  law,  were  set  forth  in  the 
original  declaration. 

In  a  claim  for  restoration  based  upon  the  same  causes  of  disability, 
the  question  of  identity  first  arises,  whether  the  claimant  is  the  same 
person  who  executed  the  original  declaration,  and  was  pensioned 
thereunder. 

If  new  causes  of  disability  are  alleged  in  the  claim  for  restoration,  it 
is  BO  far,  an  original  declaration  and  the  allegations  necessary  to  an 
original  application  must  be  supplied. 

In  this  case  no  new  causes  of  disability  are  alleged  in  the  declaration 
for  restoration  filed.  SuflBcient  data  is  furnished  to  establish  beyond 
question  the  identity  of  the  claimant  with  the  pensioner  under  Certifi- 
cate No.  644,560,  with  the  allegation  that  the  action  of  dro^^m^  ^^^ 
ahjust,  as  be  was  then  unable  to  support  himself  \>y  ixiaTL\x»X\^Qt« 
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The  facts  of  ninety  days'  service  and  an  honorable  discharge  were 
alleged  under  oath  in  the  original  declaration  and  also  in  the  claim  for 
restoration  which  was  rejected  January  16,  1896.     His  allegations  in 
that  respect  are  corroborated  by  the  record,  in  view  of  which  the  original 
claim,  was  favorably  adjudicated.    Such  being  the  case,  and  there  being 
no  prescribed  form  for  declaration  for  restoration  based  upon  the  same 
cause  of  disability,  I  am  unable  to  see  the  necessity  for  a  repetition  of 
former  allegations  in  that  respect. 

A  similar  question  arose  in  the  claim  for  restoration  of  Napoleon 
Hamilton,  certificate  No.  691,403,  wherein  the  claimant  set  forth  "the 
disabilities  for  which  he  was  pensioned,''  without  naming  the  particolar 
causes  of  disability. 

Under  date  of  September  13,  1895,  the  Department  held  on  appeal 
that  the  application  was  sufficient,  that  it  was  not  essential  that  the 
disabilities  should  be  more  specifically  mentioned.  Also  in  the  claim 
for  restoration  of  James  A.  Hill,  Certificate  No.  840,888,  it  having  been 
held  the  declaration  was  invalid  for  the  reason  that  it  failed  to  state 
claimant  was  incapacitated  from  earning  a  support  by  manual  labor, 
and  that  the  causes  of  disability  were  permanent  and  not  due  to  viciona 
habits,  the  action  of  your  Bureau  was  reversed  on  appeal,  February  29, 
1896,  it  being  held  that  the  declaration  for  restoration  was  sufficient. 

I  am  likewise  of  the  opinion  that  the  declaration  for  restoration  in 
the  claim  now  under  consideration  should  not  be  held  as  invalid. 

The  omissions  upon  which  the  adverse  action  is  based  were  previously 
supplied  under  oath,  and  are  a  part  of  the  case.  Your  action  in  that 
respect  is  therefore  reversed,  and  the  case  is  returned  for  adjudication 
accordingly. 


fke-okk  claim,  oxe  fee— additional  fee. 

Patrick  McEneany  (claimant). 
James  H.  Spalding  (attobney). 

An  attorney,  who  is  a  member  of  a  firm  which  received  the  full  contract  fee  in  the 
original  claim,  is  not  entitled  to  an  additional  fee  in  a  claim  for  rerating  or  reisBoc 
to  correct  the  date  of  the  commencement  of  pension  allowed  in  the  original  claim. 

Assistant  Secretary  John   M,    Reynolds    to    the    Commissioner   of   Pensum, 

May  16,  1896, 

James  H.  Spalding,  of  Washington,  D.  C,  appealed  January  10, 1896 
in  the  matter  of  fee  on  the  issue  of  February  13,  1895,  in  the  clain 
under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  of  Patrick  McEneany. 

The  first  claim  filed  on  behalf  of  the  soldier  under  the  act  of  Jun( 
27,  1890,  was  rejected  in  July,  1893,  George  D.  Allen,  of  Las  Vegas 
If  ew  MexicO;  being  the  recognized  att<>niey ,    Ox!l  Aj^tII  20  ^  1894  ^  Harvej 
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Spalding  &  Sons,  of  which  firm  the  appellant  is  a  member,  filed  a  new 
declaration  and  secured  the  allowance  of  pension  July  9,  1894,  at  the 
rate  of  $12  per  month  from  April  20,  1894. 

August  14, 1894,  the  appellant  filed  a  declaration  for  rerating,  and  on 
February  13,  1895,  there  was  a  "  reissue  to  correct  the  date  of  com- 
mencement to  December  19,  1891." 

From  this  action  no  appeal  was  taken,  but  from  the  action  of  the 
Bureau  disallowing  a  fee  Mr.  Spalding  has  entered  this  appeal. 

As  the  issue  of  February  13,  1895,  was  a  reissue  to  correct  the  date 
of  commencement  of  pension,  as  shown  by  the  record  (which  is  held  to 
be  conclusive  on  appeal  in  a  fee  case),  the  only  question  to  determine 
is,  whether  the  appellant,  under  the  foregoing  conditions,  is  entitled  to 
a  fee  in  this  case,  in  securing  reissue  to  correct  date  of  commencement 
of  pension. 

In  this  case  the  firm  of  Harvey  Spalding  &  Sons  superseded  the 
original  attorney  in  the  matter  of  recognition,  and  the  services  he  per- 
formed inured  to  their  benefit.  It  would  follow  that  the  obligations  of 
the  original  attorney  under  his  contract  with  the  claimant  devolved 
upon  Messrs.  Spalding  &  Sons.  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  this  position 
is  greatly  strengthened  by  the  fact  that  a  degree  of  disability  due  to 
causes  alleged  in  one  declaration,  in  conjunction  with  that  due  to  addi- 
tional causes  alone  alleged  in  another  declaration,  gives  title  to  pension, 
when  if  the  declarations  were  considered  as  the  bases  of  separate  and 
distinct  claims,  title  to  pension  would  be  denied. 

The  fact  that  the  firm  of  Messrs.  Spalding  &  Sons  were  obligated  to 
perform  the  services  that  were  performed  by  the  appellant,  and  that 
were  paid  a  fee  to  perform  those  services,  determines  the  question 
at  issue. 

In  the  case  of  Alfred  Halstead  (7  P.  D.,  359)  the  Department  held: 

If  the  claim  for  rerating  is  filed  by  the  attorney  in  the  original  claim  and  is  based 
upon  a  right  existing  when  his  original  contract  to  prosecute  the  claim  was  made,  he  is 
not  entitled  to  another  fee,  it  being  his  duty  under  his  original  contract  to  perform  all 
tiie  services  necessary  to  obtain  the  correct  date. 

It  has  been  repeatedly  held  by  the  Department  that  when  an  attorney, 
who  has  been  paid  a  fee  of  $25  (the  full  contract  fee),  enters  into  a 
partnership,  and  the  firm  files  new  articles  of  agreement,  no  fee  can  be 
paid  to  the  firm  for  completing  the  claim  for  disabilities  pending  when 
the  certificate  issued  on  which  the  attorney  received  the  $25,  but  not 
included  in  such  certificate. 

I  fail  to  perceive  any  reason  why  a  difierent  rule  should  obtain  where 
a  firm  has  received  the  full  contract  fee,  and  subsequently  a  member  of 
that  firm,  and  while  a  member  of  it,  should  perform  the  services  that 
said  firm  is  obligated  to  perform.  The  appellant  is  under  the  same 
obligations  as  the  original  attorney,  and  the  fee  to  which  Mr.  Spalding 
is  entitled  has  been  paid  him. 
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Under  the  foregoing  decisions,  he  is  not  entitled  to  an  additional  fee, 
in  a  case  where  reissue  has  been  made  to  correct  the  date  of  commenoe- 
ment  of  pension,  for  the  reason  assigned  in  the  HaJstead  case  (sapra). 

As  the  Bureau  denied  the  appellant  a  fee  on  the  ground  indicated, 
its  action  is  affirmed. 


I 


bestobation— incbeasb— pbacnce. 
Thomas  Maxlon. 

The  adjudication  of  a  claim  for  restoration  to  a  rate  from  which  claimant  had  ben 
redaoed,  as  a  claim  for  increase,  is  error. 

Assistant    Secretary    John   M,   Reynolds  to   the    Commissioner   of  JViwiotu, 

February  S,  1896, 

Claimant  on  December  16,  1895,  filed  his  appeal  from  the  action  of 
your  Bureau  of  October  28,  1895,  adjudicating  his  claim  for  restoration 
of  his  former  rate  of  $12  per  month,  as  a  claim  for  increase,  and  holding 
that  he  was  not  entitled  to  an  increase  above  $6  per  month. 

Claimant  contends  that  he  never  filed  a  claim  for  increase,  but  that 
he  did  file  a  claim  for  restoration,  on  June  21,  1895,  for  restoration  of 
his  $12  rate  from  which  he  had  been  reduced  to  $6  per  month  from 
March  4,  1895. 

It  appears  from  the  records  of  the  case  that  claimant  was  pensioned 
Februaiy  26,  1892,  at  $12  per  month,  under  the  provisions  of  section  2, 
of  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  for  disability  due  to  rheumatism  and  disease 
of  heart.     In  his  application  upon  which  his  claim  was  adjudicated,  be 
alleged  as  cause  of  disability  rheumatism,  deafiiess,  lame  back,  and 
disease  of  heart.     In  his  medical  examination  of  July  2,  1891,  upon 
which  his  claim  was  adjudicated,  he  was  rated  -^  for  slight  deafness  of 
left  ear,  -^-^  for  rheumatism,  -^^  for  disease  of  heart,  and  -^  for  disease 
of  digestive  organs  and  rectum.     Claimant's  age  was  stated  to  be  52 
years  at  date  of  this  examination.     Without  any  new  sworn  testimony 
or  medical  examination,  your  Bureau  on  March  27,  1896,  reduced  his 
rate  from  $12  to  $6  per  month,  the  reduction  to  take  eflFect  from  March 
4,  1895.     Notice  of  reduction  appears  to  have  been  served  on  claimant 
January  21,  1895. 

On  June  21, 1895,  claimant,  by  his  attorney,  filed  an  application  for 
"restoration  to  the  rolls  at  maximum  rate  from  date  of  reduction,'' 
alleging  that  he  was  wholly  disabled  for  manual  labor. 

This  application  was  entered  upon  the  face  brief  of  this  case  as  a 
declaration  for  increase,  and  the  same  was,  on  October  28,  1895,  adjudi- 
cated in  accordance  with  the  approval  of  the  medical  referee,  as  follows: 

No  increase;  rhexunatma  and  disease  o(  heart,  |6. 
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Claimant  appears  to  have  been  accorded  a  medical  examination  apon 
bis  application  for  restoration,  July  24, 1895,  in  which  certificate  the 
Tboard  certify  to  his  condition  as  follows: 

Pulse  rate,  sitting,  76;  respiration,  normal;  temperatnre,  normal;  height,  5  feet  3} 
Inches;  weight,  116  pounds;  age,  59  years;  skin,  fair,  fairly  nourished,  hands  show 
Iflbor,  teeth  very  poor,  tongue  fairly  normal,  throat  congested,  gums  spongy  and 
ntracted.  Liver,  dullness  from  seventh  rib  to  free  border.  Spleen  normal.  Abdomen 
fiat  No  abdominal  tenderness.  Anus  relaxed  and  slightly  prolapsed.  Mucous  mem- 
biane  congested  of  the  rectum.  Both  shonlders  creaky.  Both  knees  creaky.  Lumbar 
muscles  tender.  Muscles  of  left  scapula  tender.  Heart  enlarged.  -  Left  ventricle 
Elated.  Apex  beat  2)  inches  below  and  1)  inches  to  right  of  nipple.  First  sound  is 
increased,  weakened  and  muffled,  and  sound  fairly  normal.  Percassion  normal. 
Bespiration  murmur  weakened  posteriorly  and  increased  over  right  lung  anteriorly, 
formal  over  left  lung  anteriorly. 

Rbeomatism,  ^^.     Disease  of  heart,  ^. 

In  both  ears  applicant's  hearing  is  dulled,  but  he  can  hear  ordinary  conversation  at  6 
feet  when  he  is  i»ying  attention.  Rheumatism  of  left  wrist  was  located  because  of  an 
injury  received  in  the  service,  the  exact  circumstances  of  which  he  does  not  remember. 
Wrist  tender  and  weak.  No  other  disability  found.  All  other  joints,  muscles  and 
tendons  normal  except  as  noted  above. 

No  sign  of  injury  of  left  wrist  visible. 

Withont  passing  apon  the  merits  of  the  claim,  or  whether  the  claimant, 
in  this  case  is  or  is  not  entitled  to  more  than  $6  per  month,  I  am  of  the 
opinion  that,  as  a  matter  of  practice,  the  action  taken  was  irregular 
and  should  be  reversed.  There  is  a  broad  distinction  between  an 
application  for  restoration  of  a  rate  from  which  claimant  had  been 
reduced,  and  an  application  for  increase. 

An  application  for  restoration,  while  it  may  involve  increase  of  rate, 
is  broader  and  reaches  further  than  an  application  for  increase,  and  if 
allowed  pension  must  date  from  the  time  of  reduction  and  claimant  be 
placed  in  statu  quo,  if  the  degree  of  disability  remains  unchanged, 
while,  under  an  application  for  increase  for  non-specific  disability, 
increase,  if  allowed,  dates  only  from  the  time  of  the  official  medical 
examination  establishing  the  increased  degree  of  disability,  in  accord- 
ance with  the  provisions  of  section  4698J,  Revised  Statutes. 

In  the  case  of  E.  P.  Shaw,  Certificate  No.  26,093,  decided  by  Acting 
Secretary  Gowen,  June  16,  1875  (Fen.  Dig.  1885,  p.  424),  it  was  held 
that: 

Apart  from  the  question  of  injnstioe  involved  in  this  case,  the  action  referred  to  has, 
in  my  judgment,  no  just  application  in  any  case  where  a  pension  has  been  reduced  in 
nte,  and  the  pensioner  applies  for  its  restoration  to  the  rate  originally  allowed.  Such 
u  application  is  obviously  not  a  claim  for  increase  as  contemplated  by  section  4698^, 
bnt  rather  as  a  protest  against  the  reduction. 

I  am  of  the  opinion  that  good  practice  requires  applications  for 
restoration  to  be  adjudicated  as  such,  and  not  treated  as  an  application  for 
increase,  and  for  this  reason,  only,  the  action  appealed  from  is  revered. 

p.  V. — VOL.   S 14 
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i:vii>£xc£— prior  marriage. 

America  Hooker  (widow). 

Claimant  being  unable  to  prove  whether  soldier  had  been  previonaly  married,  and  then 
being  no  evidence  to  indicate  that  snch  was  a  fact,  but  all  the  evidence  rather  show* 
ing  that  there  was  no  such  prior  marriage,  the  burden  of  securing  the  neoenvy 
evidence  is  upon  the  Government,  as  held  in  the  case  of  the  widow  of  Ami  Kim- 
ball, No.  586,051,  decided  April  4,  1896,  and  the  action  of  rejection  is  revened  iu 
order  that  the  claim  may  be  specially  investigated. 

Assistant  Secretary  John    M.   Reynolds  to    the    Commissioner  of  Pefutoni, 

June  IS,  1896. 

This  dainiy  No.  494,744,  of  America  Hooker,  widow  of  Adelberfc  L. 
Hooker,  late  of  Elgin  Battery,  Illinois  Artillery  (Captain  Kennick's  Bat- 
tery, Illinois  Artillery),  and  One  hundred  and  fifth  Ck)mpany  Second  Bat- 
tallion  Veteran  Reserve  Corps,  for  pension  as  widow  under  act  of  June  27, 
1890,  was  filed  July  10, 1890,  and  was  rejected  March  14,  1896,  on  the 
ground  of  claimant's  declared  inability  to  prove  that  soldier  had  not 
been  previously  married,  or  that  she  is  his  l^al  widOw.  From  this 
action  an  appeal  was  entered  April  21,  1896. 

The  evidence  shows  that  claimant  was  married  to  the  soldier  Feb- 
ruary 2, 1885;  that  her  former  husband  had  died  January  10, 1882; 
and  that  the  soldier  died  April  10, 1887.  The  claimant  makes  this 
statement :  That  she  is  unable  to  prove  the  fact  as  to  whether  the  sol- 
dier was  ever  married  before  his  marriage  to  her,  by  either  record  evi- 
dence or  the  affidavits  of  witnesses.  She  has  diligently  endeavored  to 
find  proof  of  that  fact  by  writing  to  and  corresponding  with  his  relzr 
tives,  and  other  people,  at  and  about  his  former  home  at  Woodstock, 
111.  She  has  totally  failed  to  develop  the  fact.  They  simply  do  not 
know.  It  appears  that  the  soldier  was  an  unsettled,  roving  kind  of 
man,  and  did  not  live 'very  much  at  his  old  home  after  the  war,  and 
that  his  people  do  not  know  much  of  his  life  from  that  time.  When 
the  soldier  married  her  ten  years  ago,  he  represented  himself  to  be  37 
years  of  age,  but  she  is  satisfied  he  was  older.  He  always  claimed 
never  to  have  been  married  until  he  married  her.  He  said  that  his 
health  had  required  him  to  keep  moving  ever  since  the  war.  She  is 
satisfied  he  was  never  married  except  to  her. 

The  facts  in  this  case  are  similar  to  those  in  the  case  of  the  widow  of 
Ami  Kimball,  No.  586,051,  decided  by  me  on  appeal  April  4,  1896.  In 
that  decision  it  was  held  that  where  there  is  no  evidence  to  indicate 
that  there  had  been  a  prior  marriage  of  the  soldier,  and  the  claimant 
had  made  diligent  effort  to  ascertain  whether  such  was  a  fact,  but  has 
been  unable  to  learn  anything,  the  burden  of  proof  was  shifted  to  the 
Government,  and  a  special  examination  should  be  held  to  secure  the 
necessary  evidence. 
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For  the  reason  set  forth,  the  action  of  the  Bureau  in  rejecting  this 
daim  is  reversed,  and  the  papers  are  retamed  for  the  purpose  of  having 
t^em  referred  for  special  investigation. 


feb  agrebments-sttpuxations-conditionax  feb. 

Thomas  Bobinson  (claimant). 
P.  J.  LOCKWOOD  (attobney). 

Tee  agreements  oontaiiiiiig  a  provision  conditioning  that  the  amoant  of  the  stipulated 
fee  Bhall  be  dependent  upon  the  rate  of  pension  allowed,  are  not  in  violation  of  law 
or  public  polioy,  and  will,  therefore,  be  recognized. 

JLsgisUmt   Secretary   John    M,    Reynolds    to    the  Commissioner   of  Pensions, 

June  6j  1896. 

P.  J.  Lockwood,  of  Washington,  D.  C,  August  29,  1895,  appealed  in 
the  matter  of  fee  in  the  claim  under  the  general  laws  of  Thomas  Robinson. 

The  claimant  was  pensioned  at  $12  per  month,  for  injury  to  left  fore- 
arm and  afiectiQU  of  back  (lumbago),  when,  on  February  3, 1893,  in  his 
behalf  the  appellant  filed  a  declaration  for  increase  in  which  rheumatism 
was  alleged  as  an  additional  disability.  February  25,  1893,  the  appel- 
lant filed  fee  agreements.  In  these  agreements,  which  are  conformable 
with  the  statute,  was  contained  a  stipulation  for  a  fee  of  $25,  with  the 
following  proviso,  to-wit: 

Provided^  The  increase  of  additional  disability  amoxintB  to  or  exceeds  $15  in  three 
months, 

following  the  priuted  terms  of  the  agreement,  and  inserted  with  a  pen. 
The  increase  allowed  did  not  amount  to  $15  in  three  months. 

The  contention  of  the  appellant  is,  that  said  fee  agreements,  under 
which  he  claims  a  fee  of  $25,  are  invalid.  If  he  is  right,  it  follows  that 
he  is  entitled  to  a  fee  of  only  $10,  for  invalid  fee  agreements  can  not  be 
recognized  by  the  Bureau,  and  in  the  absence  of  agreements  a  fee  of  $10 
is  provided  by  law. 

The  appellant  argues  that  said  articles  are  invalid  for  the  reason  that 
the  stipulated  fee  is  contingent  upon  the  amount  of  pension  secured.    ^ 

In  the  case  of  Stanton  et  al.  v.  Embry,  administrator  (3  Otto,  548), 
it  was  held  that — 

An  agreement  to  pay  a  contingent  compensation  for  professional  services  of  a  legiti- 
mate character  in  prosecntiog  a  claim  against  the  United  States,  pending  in  one  of  the 
executive  departments,  is  not  in  violation  of  law  or  pnblic  policy. 

The  authority  quoted  is  ample  to  sustain  the  validity  of  the  contract; 
it  follows  that  the  claimant  was  fully  justified  in  making  it. 

There  are  no  fee  agreements  on  file,  except  the  ones  mentioned,  and, 
though  valid,  they  do  not  provide  for  any  fee  except  on  the  condition 
noted.  Therefore,  the  allowance  of  a  fee  of  but  $10  Yf  aa  ^ro^x .  kftt\Q\5L 
afSrmed, 
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death  cause— ante  bebex.liox  service— section  4t3«, 

bevised  statutes-widows. 

Lydia  Fbabeb,  formerly  Owen  (widow).  \. 

The  widow  of  a  soldier  who  died  of  disease  contracted  in  the  military  senrioe  prior  to 
March  4,  1861,  is  not  entitled  to  pension  on  aooonnt  of  such  death,  unless  the  fital  * 
disease  originated  in  some  war.     (Digest  of  1885,  p.  343,  par.  3.) 

Assistant   Secretary   John   M.    Reynolds   to   the   Clommisdoner   of  PenAOiu, 

June  16,  1894. 

The  appellant,  Lydia  Fraber,  is  now  pensioned  as  the  widow  of 
Adam  Fraber,  formerly  a  sergeant  in  Company  C,  Seventh  United 
States  Infantry.  The  said  soldier  died  April  24,  1890,  and  she  hu 
received  $12  per  month  from  that  date.  She  is  seeking  pension  on 
account  of  the  death  of  a  former  husband,  Lemuel  Owen,  who  was 
also  a  soldier  in  the  Regular  Army  and  who  died  July  30,  1866.  Her 
claim  was  filed  August  7,  1890,  and  rejected  July  10,  1893,  on  the 
ground  that  the  said  Lemuel  Owen,  having  died  of  disease  contracted 
prior  to  March  4,  1891,  and  not  shown  to  have  been  contracted  in  any 
war,  she  has  no  title  to  pension  on  account  of  his  death. 

From  that  action  an  appeal  is  taken  through  her  attorney,  0.  H.  ; 

Budlong,  of  this  city,  who  contends  that —  j 

I 

It  is  not  carrying  ont  the  spirit  of  the  laws  relating  to  pensions  when  the  Bnrean  denies 
the  origin  of  a  soldier's  disabilities  to  be  due  to  his  service  after  he  had  served  twenty- 
eight  years  continnonsly  and  died  of  the  diseases  for  which  he  was  frequently  treated  in 
the  service. 

The  attorney  apparently  misunderstands  the  ground  of  rejection. 
The  soldier,  Lemuel  Owen,  was  in  the  United  States  military  service 
almost  continuously  from  May  30,  1829,  to  November  15,  1862.    The 
records  show  that  during  that  time  he  was  treated  for  the  following 
ailments :  Ulcer,  rheumatism,  catarrh,  diarrhea,  and  morb.  varii.    He 
died  less  than  three  years  after  discharge  of  congestion  of  the  liver. 
While  it  has  not  been  shown  that  the  disease  of  liver  originated  in  the 
service  the  ground  upon  which  appellant^s  claim  stands  rejected  is  that, 
even  if  said  disease  did  originate  in  the  service  it  can  not  be  shown  to 
have  originated  in  any  war,  and  there  is  no  law  authorizing  the  allow- 
ance of  pension  to  the  widow  of  a  soldier  who  died  of  disease  con- 
tracted prior  to  March  4, 1861,  during  a  time  of  peace.     There  have 
been  a  great  number  of  decisions  by  the  Department  on  this  point,  and 
the  position  taken  by  the  Bureau  has  been  uniformly  sustained.     (Sec 
Digest  of  Pension  Laws  and  Decisions — Ed.  of  1885 — p.  343,  par.  3.) 

The  action  from  which  the  appeal  is  taken  is  affirmed. 
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marriage  of  coiiored  psbsons  in  virginia-  evidsnce. 

Edith  Faulk  (alleged  widow). 

1 .  The  act  of  the  Afisembly  of  Virginia,  passed  February  27, 1866,  recognized  the  relation 

of  marriage  between  such  colored  persons  as  were,  at  the  time  of  its  passage,  cohab- 
iting with  each  other,  nnder  an  agreement,  or  nnderstanding,  to  live  together  as 
husband  and  wife. 

2.  Snch  an  agreement  need  not  be  in  express  terms.     It  may  be  implied  from  the  acts 

and  declarations  of  the  parties. 

3.  Under  the  law  as  above  stated,  and  on  the  facts  elicited  by  special  examination  to 

which  this  claimant  was  a  party,  the  claimant  is  shown  to  have  been  the  wife  of 
Stephen  Watkins;  and  since  the  act  of  February  27,  1866,  was  retrospective  in  its 
nature,  and  merely  sanctioned  marriage  agreements  previously  entered  into,  and 
subsisting  at  the  time  of  the  act,  an  implied  agreement  between  this  claimant  and 
Stephen  Watkins  being  in  effective  operation  at  the  time  of  the  soldier's  death, 
there  can  be  no  period  of  time  during  which  she  had  a  pensionable  status  as  the 
widow  of  Lambert  Faulk,  the  soldier  through  whom  she  claims. 

AmdarU   Secretary  John   M,   Reynolds   to   the   Commisnoner   of  Pensions^ 

June  18,  1896. 

I  find  that  this  claimant  was,  prior  to  1860,  united  in  marriage  to  the 
soldier  by  a  ceremony  deemed  by  them  obligatory;  that  they  were 
recognized  as  husband  and  wife  and  lived  together  as  such  until  the 
soldier's  enlistment  in  August,  1864.  The  soldier  died  in  the  service  in 
February,  1866.  The  validity  of  claimant's  marriage  to  him  can  not, 
under  the  facts,  and  the  provisions  of  section  4705,  Revised  Statutes,  be 
questioned. 

You  rejected  her  claim  for  pension  in  October,  1894,  on  the  ground 
that  claimant  had  lived  and  cohabited  with  one  Watkins  from  date  of 
soldier's  death  in  1865  to  1892  when  said  Watkins  died. 

From  this  action  she  appealed,  her  attorney  contending  that  the  act 
of  August  7,  1882,  is  not  retroactive,  and,  therefore,  claimant  is  entitled 
to  pension  as  soldier's  widow  from  the  date  of  his  death  to  August  7, 
1882,  the  date  when  the  above  mentioned  act  was  passed. 

January  11, 1895, 1  returned  the  papers  in  this  claim  to  your  Bureau, 
reversing  your  action  on  appeal  and  conceding  the  claimant's  attorney 
to  be  correct.  You  now  return  the  case  asking  a  reconsideration  of  my 
holding  upon  a  new  issue  raised  by  you,  viz :  whether  in  law  a  valid 
marriage  did  not  occur  between  this  claimant  and  Stephen  Watkins 
mider  a  statute  of  Virginia  enacted  February  27,  1866.  This  I  take  to 
be  an  abandonment  of  your  ground  of  rejection  and  a  substitution  of  a 
different  one  from  that  stated  in  my  opinion  of  January  11, 1895.  Your 
action,  therefore,  necessitates  my  consideration  of  the  new  issue  raised. 

The  act  of  February  27,  1866  (code  of  Virginia),  reads  as  follows: 

1.  Be  it  enacted  by  the  general  assembly,  that  the  fourteenth  section  of  chapter  one 
faondred  and  eight  of  the  code  ot  Yiiginia  for  eighteen  hundred  «nd.  «it\>^  \^  ^\A  NX!k<^ 
muae  J3  hereby  amended  and  ivenacted  so  as  to  read  aa  folioyre,  to  mV. 
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2.  That  where  oolored  persons,  before  the  passage  of  this  act,  shall  have  onderlakeB 
and  agreed  to  occupy  the  relation  to  each  other  of  husband  and  wife,  and  shall  be 
cohabiting  together  as  such  at  the  time  of  its  passage  whether  the  rites  of  marriage  shall 
liave  been  celebrated  between  them  or  not,  they  shall  be  deemed  husband  and  wife,  aod 
be  entitled  to  the  rights  and  privileges,  and  subject  to  the  duties  and  obligatioDS  of  tint  j 
relation  in  like  manner  as  if  they  had  been  duly  married  by  law;  and  all  their  childieo 
shall  be  deemed  legitimate,  whether  born  before  or  after  the  passage  of  this  act  Asd 
when  the  parties  have  ceased  to  cohabit  before  the  jmssage  of  this  act,  in  consequence  d 
the  death  of  the  woman,  or  from  any  other  cause,  all  the  children  of  the  woman, 
recognized  by  the  man  to  be  his,  shall  be  deemed  legitimate.     ( Passed  February  27, 1866.  i 

Under  this  law  it  is  necessary  in  order  to  find  a  valid  marriage  that 
these  facts  be  shown,  viz: 

1.  That  (prior  to  the  law)  the  parties  shall  have  undertaken  and 
agreed  to  occupy  the  relation  of  husband  and  wife,  and — 

2.  That  they  have  cohabited  as  such  at  the  date  of  its  passage. 
The  soldier  died  at  Portsmouth,  Va.,  February  26,  1865,  leaving  one 

child  by  appellant  surviving  him.  His  widow  (appellant)  admits  that 
she  gave  birth  to  two  children  since  her  said  husband's  death,  to  wit: 
Hattie,  born  in  1870,  and  Ella,  born  in  1876.  She  has  two  other 
children  (Charley  and  Ida)  bearing  her  name,  but  she  declares  that 
these  children  were  left  her  by  another  woman  to  raise;  but  her  daughter 
testified  that,  so  far  as  she  knew  these  children  were  her  mother's,  and 
were  living  with  the  family  from  her  earliest  recollection,  but  that  when 
her  mother  applied  for  pension  she  claimed  they  were  not  her  children. 
Another  witness  states  that  Charley  was  bom  to  the  claimant  while  she 
was  living  in  a  house  with  witness;  that  she  saw  her  nurse  him,  and 
that  Stephen  Watkins  was  living  with  the  claimant  at  that  time. 

It  furthermore  appears  from  the  evidence  that  claimant  and  said 
Watkins  lived  together  as  husband  and  wife  from  before  the  close  of  the 
war  until  about  the  time  of  his  death  in  1892,  and  she  admits  that  it 
was  the  general  understanding,  in  the  neighborhood  where  she  and 
Watkins  lived,  that  they  had  lived  and  were  living  together  as  husband 
and  wife.  This  general  understanding  was  based  upon  the  relations 
which  they  sustained  to  each  other;  and,  as  has  been  aptly  said  in  the 
testimony  of  one  witness — 

He  acted  towards  her  as  a  husband,  and  she  acted  towards  him  as  a  wife. 

While  claimant  and  her  children  assumed  the  name  of  the  soldier, 
Faulk,  the  evidence  creates  but  one  impression  on  my  mind,  and  that 
Ls  that  she  sustained  the  relation,  to  Watkins,  of  wife,  when  the  Virginin 
act  was  passed.  One,  at  least,  of  the  two  children  (Ida  and  Charley; 
were  bom  to  her  and  Watkins  before  that  time.  She  lived  with  him 
and  no  other  man,  in  the  same  house,  from  1863  or  1864  until  shortly 
before  his  death,  which  took  place  at  the  house  of  Ida  Linton,  who  wai 
the  child  of  claimant  and  Watkins. 

When  Harriet  Johnson  went  to  clavmaiiV^  IxoM^^e^  ^ot  "  VvoTsa  miut^' 
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1866,  she  spoke  to  her  of  Watkins,  and  called  him  her  husband. 

Barriet  Ann  Goodman  says  she  called  him  ^'old  man,  which  is  the  way 

iviyes  usually  call  their  husbands  around  here,"  and  adds  that  both 

claimant  and  Watkins  recognized  the  children  as  theirs  (including 

CTharley),  and  Charley,  Ida,  Hattie  and  Ella  called  him  father. 

When  the  Virginia  l^slature  enacted  the  statute  of  February  27, 1866, 

It  found  the  claimant  and  Stephen  Watkins  living  together  in  a  relation, 

iivhich  by  the  general  belief  of  the  neighborhood  was  that  of  husband  and 

^vnfe;  and  by  the  second  section  of  that  act  their  union  was  legitimized. 

rrhe  iact  that  she  always  continued  to  sign  her  name  as  Faulk,  taken 

as  a  single  circumstance,  can  not  change  the  result  in  this  case.    She 

may  have  been  told  that  a  remarriage  would  bar  her  pension  and  so 

bave  thought  to  conceal  the  fact  by  adhering  to  her  former  name. 

The  agreement  to  live  together  need  not  be  expressed ;  it  may  be 

implied.     Whether  they  were  living  as  husband  and  wife  in  a  state 

intended  by  them  to  be  matrimonial,  must,  in  such  a  case,  be  determined 

by  the  declarations  and  acts  of  the  parties.     No  declaration  could  be 

plainer  than  this.    The  acts  of  the  parties  were  such  as  to  beget  a  general 

belief  in  the  neighborhood  that  they  were  living  as  husband  and  wife. 

I  think  she  is  bound  by  those  declarations  and  acts.     I  think  that  she 

is  now  estopped  from  denying  that  to  which  she  gave  current  force  for 

twenty-seven  consecutive  years,  from  1865  to  1892,  living  beneath  the 

same  roof  with  Stephen  Watkins  during  all  that  time,  and  in  such  a 

way,  and  under  such  circumstances  as  gave  rise  to  a  general  belief  that 

they  were  married. 

In  JewelPs  Lessee  et  al.  ».  Jewell  et  al.  (1  How.,  U.  S.  8.  C,  232),  it 

was  said.  Chief  Justice  Taney,  speaking  for  the  Court : 
« 
That  where  it  is  admitted  that  the  jMrties  had  cohabited  together  for  a  long  time,  and 
tiiat  the  defendants  were  the  issue  of  that  intercourse,  it  is  unquestionably  admissible 
to  introduce  in  evidence,  in  proof  the  mother's  marriage  to  Jewell,  the  acts  and  declara- 
tions of  the  parties  during  their  cohabitation,  to  prove  that  during  that  time  she  was 
acknowledged  and  treated  by  Jewell  as  his  lawful  wife. 

When  certain  witnesses  have  testified  in  this  proceeding  that  claim- 
ant and  Stephen  Watkins  were  not  married,  they  manifestly  mean  ^^not 
married  by  special  ceremony,"  for  it  is  evident  that  by  general  repute 
they  were  living  as  husband  and  wife. 

This  view  is  harmonious  with  the  holding  in  the  case  of  Frances  v. 
Prances  (31  Va.,  283),  and  with  the  general  doctrine  of  the  law  rela- 
tive to  cohabitation  and  repute.  In  Frances  v.  Frances  it  was  held  by 
the  supreme  court  of  Virginia,  that — 

It  is  not  necessary  that  there  shall  be  evidence  of  an  actual  agreement  to  take  each 
other  as  hosband  and  wife,  but  the  relation  may  be  established  by  proof  by  the  acts, 
oondoct,  and  oonveisation  of  ibe  parties. 
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If 


The  question  in  this  case  is  whether  such  evidence  is  present  in  this 
claim.     I  think  it  is. 

The  &ct  that  claimant  denies  her  marriage  to  Watkins  can  not  be 
taken  as  conclusive  of  the  fact.  | 

Mr.  Phillips,  in  his  Treatise  on  Evidence  (vol.  3,  p.  267,  Cowen's  Ed.),  i 
lays  down  the  rule,  citing  the  authorities  in  his  support — 

that  either  of  the  married  parties,  provided  they  are  not  interested  in  the  salt,  will  be 
competent  to  prove  or  disprove  the  marriage.  (Gaines  v.  Relf  et  aL,  12  How.,  U.  S.  S.  C, 
534,  Star  page.) 

The  claimant  is  directly  interested  in  the  outcome  of  this  proceeding 
to  secure  a  pension  to  herself.  Her  evidence  is  therefore  incompetent 
to  disprove  her  marriage  to  Watkins. 

The  great  basis  of  haman  society  throughout  the  civilized  world,  is  foanded  on  mar- 
riage and  l^ttimate  ofiEspring  ;  and  to  hold  that  either  of  the  parties  oonld,  by  a  mere 
declaration,  establish  the  fact  that  a  marriage  was  void,  would  be  an  alarming  doctrine. 
(Idem.) 

The  Virginia  act  of  February  27, 1866,  was  retrospective  in  its  nature, 
and  merely  sanctioned  marriage  agreements,  previously  entered  into, 
and  subsisting  at  the  date  of  the  act;  and  the  implied  agreement 
between  claimant  and  Stephen  Watkins  to  live  as  husband  and  wife, 
coming  into  effective  operation  at  the  time  of  the  soldier's  death,  there 
was  no  period  of  time  during  which  she  had  a  pensionable  status  as  the 
widow  of  the  soldier,  Lambert  Faulk,  through  whom  she  claimed. 

I  therefore  have  reviewed  my  decision  of  January  11, 1895,  and  must 
now  hold  that  the  claimant  is  without  a  pensionable  status,  not  by  rea- 
son of  adulterous  cohabitation,  but,  because,  inasmuch  as  the  Virginia 
act  of  February  27,  1866,  found  her  and  Stephen  Watkins  cohabiting 
together,  under  an  agreement,  either  express  or  implied,  to  oampy  to 
each  other  the  relation  of  husband  and  wife,  which  agreement  relates 
back  to  the  time  of  the  soldier's  death,  she  is  not  the  widow  of  Lam- 
bert Faulk,  the  soldier.  Your  action  of  rejection  is  therefore  affirmed, 
not  on  the  ground  stated  by  you,  but  on  the  ground  that  the  claimant 
is  not  the  widow  of  the  soldier. 


attorneyship— forfeittjkk-nkglect-rke. 

Minors  of  Chesley  Cojper  (claimants). 
William  B.  Green  &  Co.,  (attorneys). 

When  an  attorney  who  is  entitled  to  the  requirements  upon  the  condition  that  he  call 
np  the  case,  at  intervals  of  one  year  or  less  until  recognized,  prima  facie  completes 
the  case,  and  then  calls  it  ap,  the  sabsequeut  filing  of  call  alipe  is  not  ueceaaary  to 
preserve  his  rights. 

The  claim  was  completed  within  the  time  of  the  appellants,  and,  as  they  were  not  in 
tletaaU,  they  sbonld  have  been  paid  a  tee. 
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Lstistant  Secretary  John  M.  Beynolda    to    the   Commieaioner    of   PensionSj 

June  SO,  1896. 

William  B.  Green  &  Co.,  of  Washington,  D.  C,  February  18,  1896, 
appealed  in  the  matter  of  fee  on  the  issue  of  October  21, 1895,  in  the 
;laim  for  a  minor's  pension  under  the  general  laws,  of  Lewis  A.  Cooper. 

H.  S.  Berlin,  of  Washington,  D.  C,  the  original  attorney,  filed  evi- 
lence  in  1884  and  1886. 

The  appellants,  October  7,  1881,  filed  a  power  of  attorney  and  filed 
mdence  in  June,  1892,  and  January,  1894.  They  called  up  the  case 
February  21,  1894,  after  which  they  took  no  further  action  whatever. 

The  claim  was  rejected  on  the  ground  that  the  claimant  was  over  the 
ftge  of  16  years  at  the  time  of  filing  the  original  declaration.  The 
record  is  stated  to  show^  under  date  of  February  10,  1894,  "Att'y  noti- 
fied of  rejection." 

Mr.  Berlin  entered  an  appeal  September  7,  1894,  which  resulted  in 
said  action  being  reversed,  and  the  case  returned  to  the  Bureau  for 
adjudication.  Mr.  Berlin  was  called  upon  May  3,  1895,  for  evidence 
to  complete  the  claim,  which  he  furnished  May  31,  1895.  Upon  the 
allowance  of  the  claim  the  fee  was  paid  to  the  appellants.  Subse- 
quently they  were  called  upon  to  refund  in  favor  of  Mr.  Berlin,  hence 
this  appeal. 

The  evidence  filed  by  Mr.  Berlin  failed  to  show  whether  the  parents 
of  the  claimant  were  married  prior  to  their  marriage  to  each  other, 
and,  therefore,  failed  to  prima  facie  establish  the  claim.  When  the 
appellants  appeared  in  the  case,  Mr.  Berlin  had  taken  no  action  for 
over  five  years,  and  was,  therefore,  in  neglect.  They  preserved  their 
rights  by  filing  evidence  necessary  to  prima  facie  complete  the  claim. 
They  also  duplicated  the  evidence  filed  by  Mr.  Berlin.  After  prima 
facie  completing  the  case  they  called  it  up,  February  21,  1894.  They 
thereby  complied  with  the  requirements,  which  under  the  rules  laid 
down  in  the  case  of  John  S.  Keisor  (7  P.  D.,  658),  operated  to  preserve 
their  rights  until  recognized,  actually  or  constructively,  by  the  Bureau. 
Said  rules  are  as  follows :  < 

(1)  Where  an  attorney  entitled  to  information  as  to  the  effect  of  evidence  filed  by 
him,  has  asked  for  such  information,  and  the  Barean  has  failed  to  fumis)!  it,  such  fail- 
ure is  error. 

(2)  Where  an  attorney,  entitled  as  aforesaid  has  made  the  proper  call  for  status,  the 
snbseqnent  filing  of  similar  calls,  at  intervals  of  a  year  or  less,  is  not  necessary  to  the 
preservation  of  his  fight  to  recognition. 

The  appellants  not  only  filed  the  evidence,  which  in  connection  with 
bhat  filed  by  Mr.  Berlin,  prima  facie  established  the  case,  but,  without 
ieing  recognized,  filed  evidence  which  of  itself  prima  facie  established 
;he  case.  It  would  be  a  harsh  rule  that  requires  of  an  unreco^ized 
ittornejr  the  performance  of  any  duty  in  addition  V>  VYi«A.  VEa^«ft^xi::^<^^N^ 
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a  recognized  one,  for  the  sole  purpose  of  preserving  title  to  an  attoney- 
ship  or  to  a  fee. 

Bo,  where  an  attorney,  who  is  entitled  to  the  requirements  upon  the 
condition  that  he  call  up  the  claim  at  intervals  of  one  year  or  less  un^ 
recognized,  prima  facie  establishes  the  claim  and  then  caUs  it  up,  the 
subsequent  filing  of  call  slips  is  not  necessary  to  preserve  his  rights. 

It  can  not  be  held  that  the  appellants  were  constructively  notified  of  ^ 
the  rejection  of  the  case,  as  the  record  does  not  show  that  uotice  of . 
rejection  was  sent  to  the  claimant.  The  presumption  arising  from  the  j 
record  is  that  said  notice  was  sent  to  Mr.  Berlin,  the  attorney  of  record,  * 
although  he  had  been  in  default  eight  years ;  and  said  presumption  is  - 
not  weakened  by  the  fact  that  Mr.  Berlin  subsequently  entered  an 
appeal*. 

The  call  of  May  3,  1895,  included  evidence  for  showing  claimant's   . 
post-office  address,  the  fact  that  he  is  living,  and  prior  service ;  none  of 
which  was  essential  to  prima  facie  establish  the  claim. 

Therefore,  as  the  appellants  were  not  called  upon  for  said  evidence, 
they  can  not  be  held  to  be  in  neglect  for  not  furnishing  it. 

In  the  case  of  Amelia  L.  Brewster  (7  P.  D.,  296),  the  Department 
held  that,  if  on  the  completion  of  the  claim  attorney  be  not  in 
default  under  Rule  12,  upon  subsequent  allowance  of  pension,  he  should 
be  paid  the  fee,  and  this  whether  completing  evidence  has  been  fur- 
nished by  him  or  some  person  acting  voluntarily  or  involuntarily  as  his 
agent.  So,  as  the  appellants  were  not  in  default  under  Rules  12  or  13, 
the  service  rendered  by  Mr.  Berlin  subsequent  to  rejection  inured, 
under  the  ruling  of  the  Department  in  the  Brewster  case,  to  their  bene- 
fit. And,  as  the  rights  of  an  attorney  are  to  be  determined  by  his 
legal  status  at  the  time  the  claim  is  completed  (Brewster  case,  supra), 
it  follows  that  the  appellants  are  entitled  to  the  fee. 

The  action  of  the  Bureau  requiring  the  appellants  to  refund  is,  there- 
fore, overruled. 

dependence— section  4707,  revised  statutes— emancipation 

proclamation. 

Harriet  Tinnin  (slave  mother). 

1.  It  appearing  that  this  appellant  was,  at  the  date  of  the  death  of  her  son,  the 

deceased  soldier  (February  25,  18()4),  a  slave,  residing  npon  the  plantation  of  her 
owner  and  master  in  the  State  of  Mississippi,  and  being  maintained  and  sapported 
by  him  as  such,  and  that  the  deceased  soldier  never  in  any  manner  aided  in  her 
snpport,  or  contributed  thereto,  she  was  not  dependent  upon  her  said  aon  for  sup- 
port within  the  meaning  and  intent  of  the  provisions  of  section  4707,  Revised 
Statutes  of  the  United  States,  and  has  no  title  to  pension  thereunder. 

2.  The  proclamation  of  President  Lincoln  of  January  1,  1863,  known  as  the  Emancipa- 

tion Proclamation,  was  effective  only  as  a  '^  war  measure,'"  and  did  not,  ipetofaeiOy 
and  by  the  mere  force  of  its  own  term^,  aet  fiec,  oi  c^&ii^tb  \Xi<b  \«q)2L  ^^toa  <A 
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persons  held  in  slaveiy  in  the  States,  or  parts  of  States,  therein  designated,  hat 
operated  to  give  freedom  to  snch  persons  only  when  it  was  enforced  hy  the  armed 
forces  of  the  United  States,  and  hy  the  snhjngation  of  the  territory  where  thej' 
resided  and  its  sahjection  to  the  military  power  and  authority  of  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment. (Dana's  Wheaton's  International  Law,  444;  Lawrence's  Wheaton  on 
International  Law,  579-617;  Story  on  Constitntion  (4th  Ed.),  Vol.  2,  Sec.  1923; 
7  WalL,  700;  105  U.  S.,  132;  39  Ala.,  706;  42  Ala.,  601;  12  FUk,  472;  24  Ark.,  326.) 

AmdarU    Secretary   John    M.    Reynolds   to   the  Commissioner   of  Pensions, 

June  SO,  1896. 

This  appellant  filed  in  your  bureau  on  July  2,  1898,  an  application 
for  pension  under  the  provisions  of  section  4707,  Revised  Statutes,  as 
dependent  mother  of  Jerry  Tinnin,  late  of  Company  D,  Eleventh 
United  States  Colored  Infantry,  who,  she  therein  alleged,  died  in  the 
military  service  of  the  United  States  on  or  about  February  25, 1864,  of 
disease  contracted  in  the  line  of  duty,  and  that  she  was  at  the  date  of 
his  death  partially  dependent  upon  her  said  son  for  support. 

Her  claim  was  rejected  on  October  9,  1889,  upon  the  ground  that  it 
was  shown  that  at  the  date  of  the  death  of  the  soldier  she  was  a  slave, 
living  with  and  supported  by  her  owner  and  master,  and  was  not 
dependent  upon  said  soldier  either  in  whole  or  in  part. 
From  said  action  appeal  was  taken  February  7,  1896. 
Appellant's  attorney  contends   in  this  appeal  that  the  forgoing 
ground  of  rejection  was  erroneous  for  the  reason  that,  although  it  was 
true  appellant  was  living  with  her  former  owner  and  master  at  the  time 
of  her  son's  death,  no  legal  obligation  at  that  time  rested  upon  her 
master  to  support  her  as  a  slave,  since  she  had  been  set  free,  and  the 
relation  of  master  and  slave  that  had  previously  existed  between  them 
had  been  abrogated  and  overruled  by  virtue  of  the  emancipation  proc- 
lamation of  President  Lincoln  of  January  1,  1863,  which  included 
within  its  terms  the  State  of  Mississippi,  where  she  resided;   that 
although  it  should  appear  that  at  said  time  her  master  may  have  fur- 
nished her  with  means  of  subsistence  she  gave  him  in  return  therefor 
her  labor  and  services,  and  such  maintenance  should  be  held  to  be  but 
"  the  ordinary  proceeds  of  her  own  manual  labor ;"  and  that  by  virtue 
of  said  proclamation  she  was  vested  with  the  same  rights  and  occupied 
the  same  position  for  pensionable  purposes  under  the  provisions  of  sec- 
tion 4707,  Bevised  Statutes,  as  would  any  free  white  mother. 

The  foregoing  contention  presents,  primarily,  the  question  of  the 
effect  of  the  emancipation  proclamation  of  January  1,  1863,  upon  the 
legal  status  of  such  persons  as  were  held  as  slaves  in  those  States  and 
parts  of  States  which,  although  included  within  its  terms,  were  then  in 
armed  rebellion  and  temporarily  successful  resistance  to  the  authority 
of  the  United  States,  and  which  had  not  then  been  subjected  to  the 
power  and  authority  of  the  Federal  Governmeixt. 
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This  question  has  been  frequently  passed  upon  by  the  State  and  Fed- 
eral courts  with  practical  unanimity  of  judicial  opinion. 

The  emancipation  proclamation  of  January  1,  1863,  was  essentially 
a  "war  measure,"  and  it  was  effective  only  as  such.  It,  by  virtue  of 
its  own  legal  force,  did  not  free  the  slave,  but  resulted  in  freeing  him 
only  when  enforced  by  the  military  power  of  the  executive  branch  of 
the  government  from  which  it  emanated. 

Dana,  in  his  edition  of  Wheaton's  International  Law,  page  444, 
says: 

Although  the  laDguage  of  the  proclamation  ia  general,  and  in  the  present  tense,  as  if 
giving  a  legal  status  of  freedom,  from  its  date,  to  ail  slaves  in  the  designated  States, 
still,  from  the  natnre  of  the  case,  it  wooldseem  that,  being  a  military  measure,  bja 
oommander-in-chief  who  had  no  legislative  authority  over  regions  of  country  not  in  his 
posseBsion,  it  would  not  operate  further  than  a  mUitaiy  order.  From  that  time  all 
slaves  coming  under  the  control  of  the  forces  of  the  United  States,  in  the  manner 
recogoized  by  the  law  of  belligerent  occupation  were  to  be  free.  If  this  is  the  correct 
view  of  the  virtue  of  the  proclamation,  it  became  thereafter  a  question  of  fact,  as  to  each 
slave  and  region  of  the  country,  whether  the  forces  of  the  Union  had  poooeoirion  so  as  to 
give  effect  to  the  proclamation. 

See  also  Story  on  the  Constitntion,  4th  edition,  vol.  2,  section  1923, 
and  Lawrence's  Wheaton  on  International  Law,  pages  679  to  617. 

President  Lincoln  himself,  speaking  of  the  legal  effect  of  the  procla- 
mation, said  that  it  was  a  judicial  question  which,  so  far  as  he  was 
concerned,  he  would  leave  to  the  courts  to  decide,  and  how  they  would 
decide  it  he  did  not  know,  but  gave  it  as  his  individual  opinion  ^'that 
as  the  proclamation  was  a  war  measure,  and  would  have  effect  only 
from  its  being  an  exercise  of  the  war  power,  as  soon  as  the  war  ceased 
it  would  be  inoperative  for  the  future.  It  would  be  held  to  apply  only 
to  such  slaves  as  had  come  under  its  operation  while  it  w^as  in  active 
exercise."     (Nicolay  and  Hay's  Life  of  Lincoln,  vol.  10,  page  123.) 

When  the  question  came  before  the  courts  for  judicial  determination 
they  fully  sustained  and  concurred  in  the  foregoing  views  as  to  the 
character  and  legal  effect  of  the  proclamation  expressed  by  Dana, 
Wheaton,  and  President  Lincoln. 

In  the  case  of  Weaver  v.  Lapsley  (42  Ala.,  601),  which  was  a  suit 
brought  March  13,  1866,  in  the  circuit  court  of  Dallas  County,  Ala.,  on 
the  following  instrument : 

Selma,  Ala.,  Febniary  1,  1865,  $2,030.00— Thirty  days  after  date  I  promise  to  pftj 
J.  W.  Lapsley,  or  his  order,  two  thooaand  and  thirty  dollars  for  valne  received. 

This  note  having  been  given  for  two  slave  girls  purchased  at  public 
auction  February  1, 1865,  in  Selma,  Ala.,  the  defendant  plead,  first,  the 
general  issue;  second,  want  of  consideration;  third,  failure  of  consid- 
eration, with  leave  to  give  in  evidence  any  matter  which  could  be 
specially  replied  to  or  pleaded.  These  pleas,  involving  the  legal  effect 
of  the  emancipation  proclamation,  the  case  went  up  to  the  supreme 
court  of  that  State  on  that  point,  and  \u  \1«  o^va\o\i  \JCkfe  c^Trc\»  ^a2A\ 
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pvocUunation  of  President  Lincoln,  iasaed  by  him  as  President  of  the  United 
nd  Commander-in-Chief  of  the  Army  and  Navy  thereof,  declaring  the  universal 
iasion  of  all  persons  held  as  slaves  within  any  of  the  seceded  States  was  mani- 
anght  bnt  a  war  measure  and  of  no  operative  effect  nntil  carried  into  execution 
\  of  arms.  (Ferdinand  v.  The  State,  39  Ala.,  706.)  Snch  is  believed  to  be  the 
of  the  enlightened  jurists  and  publicists  in  all  sections  of  the  Union.  (Law- 
Wheaton  on  International  Law,  notes  on  pp.  579  to  617;  see  also  Dana's 
D,  note  M,  p.  41,  inclusive.)  This  proclamation,  therefore,  can  not  bring  aid  to 
at. 

I  case  of  Slaback  v,  Cushman  (12  Fla.,  472),  involved  a  recovery 
3  services  of  a  negro  woman  let  to  liire  from  October  20,  1863,  to 
I  20,  1865.  The  defendant  plead,  first,  the  general  issue,  and 
\y  a  special  plea  in  bar,  alleging  that  the  negress  was  a  free 
a  during  said  period  by  virtue  of  the  emancipation  proclamation, 
ising  upon  the  question  raised  by  this  second  plea,  the  supreme 
of  Florida  said : 

>TOclamatton  of  the  President  of  the  United  States  of  January  1,  1863,  known 
mancipation  proclamation,  was  a  military  order,  founded  upon  a  supposed  mili- 
aessity,  in  a  time  of  war,  and  became  operative  only  when  the  Federal  Govem- 
enabled  by  power  of  arms  to  enforce  it. 


the  case  of  Dorris  v.  Grace  (24  Ark.,  326),  which  was  an  action 

iote  given  August  29,  1863,  for  a  negro  slave,  the  defendant  filed 

of  '^  actio  non,''  because  the  said  negro  was  at  the  date  of  sale  a 

lan  by  virtue  of  the  emancipation  proclamation,  therefore  the 

ieration   was  void.     To  this  plea  the  trial   court  sustained  a 

-rer,  and  the  case  was  appealed  to  the  supreme  court  of  the  State 

.nsas),  which  held: 

rights  of  the  owners  of  slaves,  not  within  the  lines  of  the  military  occupation  of 
ited  States  during  the  late  war,  were  in  no  wise  affected  or  impaired  by  the  proc- 
»n  of  the  President  of  the  1st  of  September,  1862,  commanding  all  slaves  in  the 
loald  be  free  from  and  after  the  1st  of  January,  1863. 

the  case  of  Texas  v.  White  (7  Wall.,  700),  the  Chief  Justice  of 
ipreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  delivering  the  opinion  of  the 
said,  relative  to  the  legal  force  and  effect  of  said  proclamation: 

■at  social  change  increased  the  difficulty  of  the  situation.  Slaves,  in  the  insur- 
ates,  with  certain  local  exceptions,  had  been  declared  free  by  the  proclamation 
icipation,  and  whatever  qaestions  might  be  made  as  to  the  effect  of  that  act, 
he  Constitution,  it  was  clear,  from  the  beginning,  that  its  practical  operation,  in 
ion  with  legislative  acts  of  like  tendency,  mast  be  complete  enfranchisement, 
er  the  national  forces  obtained  control  the  slaves  became  freemen. 

ihe  case  of  Rives  v,  Duke  (105  U.  S.,  132),  which  was  an  action 
enant  growing  out  of  a  contract  and  agreement  entered  into 
xecuted  December  5,  1863,  to  sell  certain  slaves  therein  desig- 
as  to  part  payment  for  whom  it  was  covenanted  by  the  vendor 
e  would  be  satisfied  with  the  bankable  currency  of  the  day,  the 
me  Court  of  the  United  States  used  the  foWovjm^  ^\^SSv55»x!&» 
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If  the  national  authority  shoald  be  reestabliahed  over  the  insoigent  distriolB  tbe 
slaves,  for  part  of  the  price  of  which  the  payment  was  to  be  made,  would  be  free,  in  ■ 
fact  and  in  law,  and  be  wholly  lost  to  the  parchaser.  I 

These  words  can  import  no  other  meaning  but  that,  until  the  t 
national  authority  shoald  be  reestablished  over  the  insurgent  States,  j 
the  slaves  so  held,   under  the  laws  in  force,  and  the  government  ; 
actually  in  possession  of  the  belligerent  territory,  would  continue  in 
fact  to  be  slaves.     When,  by  military  occupation,  the  Government  of 
the  United  States  should  come  into  actual  possession  of  the  soil,  then   - 
immediately,  and  not  till  then,  did  its  laws  and  proclamations  become 
effective. 

In  view  of  the  foregoing  authorities  I  think  it  is  well  established  > 
that  the  emancipation  proclamation  did  not,  as  a  matter  of  law,  in  and  ' 
of  itself  give  freedom  to  the  slaves  within  the  belligerent  States  to 
which  it  applied,  and  that  they  only  became  free  when  the  proclama- 
tion was  inforced  by  the  military  power  of  the  Federal  Government 
within  said  States.  Thus  in  a  pension  case  involving  the  statutoiy 
dependence  of  a  slave  mother  it  becomes  largely  a  question  of  fact 
whether  or  not  she  was  within  the  scope  and  her  legal  status  affected 
by  the  proclamation. 

The  title  to  pension  of  either  a  white  or  a  colored,  a  free  or  a  slave 
mother,  under  the  general  pension  laws  is  derived  from  the  provisions 
of  section  4707,  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States,  which  in  express 
terms  defines  pensionable  dependence  as  follows : 

*  *  *  Provided^  That  a  mother  shall  be  assamed  to  have  been  dependent  upon  ber 
son  within  the  meaning  of  this  section  if,  at  the  date  of  his  deltth,  she  had  no  otiier 
adequate  means  of  support  than  the  ordinary  proceeds  of  her  own  manual  labor  and  the 
contributions  of  said  sod,  or  any  other  persons  not  legally  bound  to  aid  in  her  sappoii; 
and  if,  by  actual  contributions,  or  in  any  other  way,  the  son  had  recognized  his  obliga- 
tions to  aid  in  support  of  his  mother,  or  was  by  law  bound  to  such  support.     *    *    « 

It  follows,  therefore,  that  a  master  residing  in  one  of  the  States 
embraced  within  the  emancipation  proclamation,  and  in  a  locality 
where  the  authority  of  the  United  States  had  not  been  reestablished 
by  force  of  arms,  would  still  be  bound  in  law  to  support  a  slave  who 
remained  with  him,  and  under  his  power  and  control,  and  the  support 
given  a  slave  mother  under  these  circumstances  would  necessarily  be 
from  one  "legally  bound  to  aid  in  her  support,"  and  she  would  not  be 
pensionably  dependent  under  said  section. 

In  the  present  case  it  is  shown  by  the  records  of  the  War  Depart- 
ment that  the  deceased  soldier  (appellant's  son)  enlisted  in  Company 
D,  Eleventh  United  States  Colored  Volunteer  Infantry,  on  August  25, 
1863,  at  La  Fayette,  Tenn.,  and  died  of  pneumonia  in  Regimental 
Hospital  at  Fort  Pickering,  Memphis,  Tenn.,  on  February  25,  1864.  It 
appears  from  the  testimony  on  file  that  the  appellant  and  her  son,  the 
soldier,  were  slaves  of  the  same  master,  and  \x^  \ft  a>aoM\»  \Ibk.^^\sQA  of 
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le  soldier's  enlistment  they  had  both  resided  on  their  owner's  planta- 
on  near  Tillababa,  Yalobusha  County,  Miss.,  and  had  been  main- 
lined and  supx>orted  by  him  in  the  same  manner  as  his  other  slaves ; 
lat  after  the  soldier's  enlistment  the  appellant  continued  to  reside 
ith  her  master,  and  remained  on  his  plantation  as  a  slave,  receiving 
le  same  maintenance  and  sapport  in  all  respects  as  formerly,  until 
»me  time  after  the  close  of  the  war.  It  is  admitted  by  the  appellant 
lat  she  never  heard  from  or  of  her  son,  and  knew  nothing  of  his 
hereabouts  or  anything  about  him  until  some  years  after  the  termi- 
ition  of  hostilities.  There  is  no  evidence  showing  any  contribution 
f  ttie  soldier  to  the  appellant's  support,  or  that  he  ever  at  any  time 
r  in  any  manner  recognized  an  obligation  so  to  do.  It  furthermore 
ppears  that  the  authority  of  the  United  States  was  not  reestablished 
f  force  of  arms  and  military  occupation  in  that  part  of  the  State  of 
[ississippi  where  the  appellant  resided  until  after  the  death  of  said 
)ldier,  and  that  at  the  date  of  his  death  the  laws  of  the  State  of 
[ississippi,  which  made  it  obligatory  upon  tae  master  of  the  appellant 
[>  provide  for  her  support,  were  in  full  force  and  effect  in  that  locality. 

It  is  manifest,  therefore,  that  at  the  date  of  the  soldier's  death  the 
egal  status  of  the  appellant  as  a  slave  and  the  legal  obligation  of  her 
Qaster  to  maintain  and  support  her  as  such  had  been  in  no  manner 
iffected  or  changed  by  the  proclamation  of  emancipation;  that  she 
received  such  support  until  a  period  long  subsequent  to  the  death  of 
ihe  soldier,  and  was  in  no  way  or  manner  dependent  upon  him  for 
mpport  in  whole  or  in  part. 

Not  being  in  a  condition  of  pensionable  dependence  upon  her  son, 
^e  soldier,  at  the  date  of  his  death,  within  the  meaning  and  intent  of 
he  provisions  of  section  4707  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  the  action  of 
jTOor  bureau  in  rejecting  her  claim  for  pension  under  said  section  upon 
Uiat  ground  was  clearly  not  error,  and  is  hereby  affirmed. 

The  decision  of  this  department  rendered  June  29,  1895,  reversing, 
dn  appeal,  the  action  of  your  bureau  rejecting  the  claim  of-Celia  Coats 
for  pension  as  dependent  mother  of  David  Coats,  late  private  Company 
i,  Third  United  States  Colored  Volunteer  Infantry,  being  in  conflict 
with  the  views  herein  expressed,  is  hereby  overruled  and  set  aside,  and 
yoa  are  requested  to  reopen  and  readjudicate  said  claim  in  accordance 
with  the  findings  herein  expressed. 


attornbyship-forrkiture-kbglkct. 

Thomas  Sweeney  (claimant). 
Henby  Holt  (attoenby). 

[lie  role  laid  down  in  Coffee's  appeal  (7  P.  D.,  338),  that  *'  where  an  attorneyship  has 
been  foifeited  under  Bale  12,  and  snch  forfeitaie  baa  'been  to\Vo^^\)i^  ^^  w^^nvoXr 


'' 
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ment  and  recognition  of  another  attorney,  the  forfeited  attorneyship  can  not  be 
revived,"  does  not  apply  to  a  case  where  a  recognized  attorney  has  heen  fomiabed 
the  requirements,  becomes  in  neglect,  and  is  not  superseded  by  another. 

AssistaTii   Secretary  John   M,   Reynolds   to   the    Commissioner   of  Peruum^ 

May  16,  1896.  I 

Henry  Holt,  of  Indianapolis,  Ind.,  appealed  February  3,  1896,  in  the 
matter  of  recognition  in  the  claim,  under  the  general  laws,  of  Thomas 
Sweeney,  late  of  the  Twenty-first  Battalion,  Ohio  Volunteer  Light 
Infantry. 

The  original  attorney  was  in  de&ult  at  the  time  the  appellant  (May 
28,  1894),  came  into  the  case.  He  was  called  on  for  evidence,  October 
26,  1894,  but  did  not  file  any  until  November  15, 1896.  A.  W.  McCo^ 
mick  &  Sons,  of  Cincinnati,  Ohio,  filed  fee  agreements  June  15, 1894. 

The  Bureau  refused  to  accord  the  appellant  further  recognition  on 
the  ground  that  the  evidence  last  filed  (while  in  default),  under  the 
rule  laid  down  in  the  Coffee  caae  (7  P.  D.,  338),  would  not  operate  to 
revive  the  forfeited  attorneyship. 

The  appellant  was  entitled  to  recognition  on  entering  the  case,  and 
had  been  furnished  the  requirements ;  therefore,  the  mere  filing  of  call 
slips  would  not  avail  him.  His  rights  under  these  conditions  were  the 
same  as  those  of  an  original  attorney,  and  would  not  become  extin- 
guished by  his  neglect  alone,  as  would  those  of  an  attorney  who  had 
not  been  recognized.  Under  the  rule  laid  down  in  the  Coffee  case,  not 
only  must  the  attorney  be  in  neglect,  but  he  must,  while  in  neglect,  be 
superseded  by  another,  a  condition  that  does  not  arise  on  the  facts  in 
this  case. 

Under  the  rule  laid  down  in  the  case  of  Moses  Adams,  recently 
decided,  A.  W.  McCormick  &  Sons  were  not  entitled  to  recognition  at 
the  time  of  the  default  of  the  appellants,  and  their  authority  to  repre- 
sent the  claimant  had  then  ceased,  as  they  took  no  action  to  preserve 
their  rights.  Therefore,  as  the  appellb^nt  never  was  superseded,  he 
being  the  only  attorney  having  rights  in  the  case  at  the  time  of  bis 
default,  and  while  in  default,  it  can  not  be  held  that  the  case  comes 
within  the  rule  laid  down  in  the  Coffee  decision. 

For  the  foregoing  reasons  the  action  of  the  Bureau  is  reversed. 


ATTORNEYSHIP-FOnrEITURE-PEE. 

Petbe  J.  Teberg  (claimant). 
Geoboe  E.  Lemon  (attorney). 

After  the  lapse  of  one  year  without  filing  a  call  slip,  the  fact  that  one  is  then  filed 
within  less  than  a  year  prior  to  the  appearance  of  another  attorney  in  the  case,  and 
thereafter  at  intervals  of  leas  than  one  year,  does  not  operate  to  g^ve  title  to  leoog- 
nitiou  to  an  attorney  as  against  another  appearing  &\ib«e(\\x<»\t\y  \u  Ibft  elaim. 
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^taitiani   Secretary  John    M.   Reynolds   to   the    Commimorier   of  PenrionSy 

AprU  4,  1896. 

George  E.  Lemon ,  of  Washington,  D.  C,  appealed  February  3,  1896, 
In  the  matter  of  recognition  in  the  claim  of  Peter  J.  Teberg. 

The  appellant,  in  1892,  came  into  the  case  by  power  of  attorney,  and 
called  up  the  claim  in  January,  1893,  and  July  21,  1895.  September 
24,  1895,  Jewell  &  Nicholson  filed  a  power  of  attorney. 

The  Bureau  refused  to  accord  recognition  to  the  appellant  on  the 

ground  that  he  had  failed  to  keep  alive  his  inchoate  right  thereto  by 

filing  call  slips  at  intervals  of  less  than  one  year  until  recognized,  and 

that  the  claimant  had  impliedly  revoked  the  power  of  attorney  given 

to  him  by  appointing  others  as  the  attorneys  in  the  case.     Mr.  Lemon, 

on  appeal,  contends,  in  substance,  that  where  an  attorney  has  neglected 

for  more  than  one  year  to  call  up  a  case,  the  filing  of  a  call  slip  at  any 

time  within  one  year  prior  to  the  appearance  of  another  attorney  in  the 

case,  and  thereafter  at  regular  intervals  of  less  than  one  year,  operates 

to  preserve  title  to  recognition. 

The  rule  requires  that  call  slips  shall  be  filed  by  an  attorney  at  inter- 
vals of  less  than  one  year  until  he  is  recognized.  This  is  a  duty 
imposed  upo*>  an  attorney  and  made  a  condition  of  his  recognition. 
In  the  case  of  William  Hayes,  decided  April  6,  1895  (Fee  P.  L.  Bk., 
22,  p.  8),  it  was  held  that: 

As  appellant  came  into  the  claim  by  power  of  attorney,  he  was  entitled  to  the  reqnire- 
mentB,  bat  only  npon  oondildon  that  within  one  year  he  called  for  status,  and,  nntil 
recognition  ahonld  be  accorded  him,  repeat  his  calls  at  intervals  of  twelve  months  or  leas. 

Also  in  case  of  John  Smith,  decided  January  4,  1896  (Fee  P.  L.  Bk., 
24,  p.  295),  it  is  held  that  the  appellant's  right  to  the  attorney  ship- 
ires  an  inchoate  one,  and  wonld  become  vested  npon  the  de&nlt  of  the  attorney  of 
record  (and  recognition  of  appellant).  Bnt  the  title  to  this  contingent  right  must  be 
kept  alive  by  calls  for  information  at  snch  intervals  as  an  attorney  of  record  is  required 
lo  render  service  in  order  to  keep  alive  his  vested  right. 

The  duty  imposed  upon  the  unrecognized  attorney  is  very  slight,  but 
its  performance  is  important;  and,  slight  as  it  is,  frequently  results  in 
advantage  to  the  claimant.  It  is  upon  the  performance  of  this  duty, 
and  the  evidence  of  authority  to  represent  the  claimant,  that  an  attor- 
ney's right  to  recognition  is  based.  If  he  fails  to  make  good  his  title, 
he  thereby  neglects  his  own  and  his  client's  interests.  Under  these 
conditions  he  can  plead  only  a  bad  title  to  recognition.  If  there  is  no 
contestant,  the  negligent  attorney  may  be  recognized,  but  his  negli- 
gence should  avail  him  little  when  his  rights  are  contested  by  one  who 
has  observed  the  rules,  and  is  thereby  enabled  to  set  up  a  good  title 
against  one  relying  on  a  bad  title. 

To  concede  the  appellant's  contention  would  warrant  an  attomeY  ^^ 
letting  bis  client's  case  remain  for  years  in  aY>eiY^iiQb^  ^xvdi  \3Dkfe\k^\y5 
p.  n. — VOL,  8 15 
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performing  a  long  neglected  daty  within  a  year  prior  to  the  appe&^ 
ance  of  another  attorney  in  the  claim,  thereby  renew  his  authority  and 
annul  that  of  the  other,  who,  perhaps,  has  rendered  material  service. 
For  the  foregoing  reasons,  the  action  of  the  Bureau  in  denying  the 
appellant  recognition  on  the  ground  indicated,  is  affirmed. 


ACCBtTED  PKNSION-SKCTION  4718,  REVISED   STATUTES,  AND   ACT  OF 

MARCH  2,  1895. 

Jacob  Wolhart  (deceased). 

1.  Where  a  soldier's  claim  for  pension  stands  rejected  at  the  time  of  his  death,  on  tiie 

ground  that  the  records  of  the  War  Department  show  a  certain  fact  on  which  alone 
snch  rejection  is  hased,  and  he  applied  to  said  Department  for  correction  of  sndi 
record,  which  is  subsequently  determined  by  that  Department  to  have  been  erron- 
eons  and  is  corrected  accordingly,  such  claim  shall  be  considered  as  pending  within 
the  meaning  of  section  4718,  Revised  Statutes,  and  of  the  act  of  March '2,  1895, 
although  it  was  never  formally  reopened  during  his  lifetime,  nor  any  applieation 
made  by  him  to  the  Bureau  of  Pensions  to  have  it  reopened. 

2.  Where  a  soldier's  claim  stands  rejected  at  the  time  of  his  death,  on  another  than  the 

sole  ground  that  the  records  of  the  War  Department  show  a  certain  fact  or  facts,  and 
he  made  no  effort  within  a  reasonable  time  to  reopen  it,  it  shall  be  considered  as  nol 
pending  within  the  meaning  of  section  4718,  Revised  Statutes,  or  of  the  act  of 
March  2,  1895. 

Assistant   Secretary  John    M.   Reynolds   to    the    Commissioner   of  Pensmt, 

May  j85,  1896. 

On  June  28,  1880,  Jacob  Wolhart  filed  a  claim  for  pension  alleging 
incurrence  on  May  3, 1864,  at  the  Battle  of  the  Wilderness,  of  a  wound 
of  right  hand.  His  claim  was  rejected  May  6,  1887,  on  the  ground  of 
his  desertion,  the  War  Department  having  refused  to  remove  the  charge. 

The  records  of  the  War  Department  show  incurrence  in  action  at  the 
Battle  of  the  Wilderness  May  6, 1864,  of  a  severe  wound  of  right  hand, 
on  account  of  which  soldier  was  admitted  to  hospital  May  20, 1864,  and 
transferred  January  12,  1865,  to  Y.  B.  C,  by  reason  of  amputation  of 
three  fingers  of  right  hand. 

He  died  June  8,  1892,  and  on  December  15, 1892,  power  of  attorney 
from  his  widow  to  Thomas  Van  Etten,  as  attorney,  was  filed,  author- 
izing said  attorney  to  complete  said  claim  for  pension  ^^  now  pending  in 
the  Bureau  of  Pensions,"  as  stated. 

On  July  25,  1895,  the  War  Department  removed  the  charge  of  deser- 
tion and  granted  soldier  a  discharge  to  date  March  30,  1865. 

On  September  19, 1895,  the  widow's  application  to  complete  said  claim 
was  rejected  on  the  ground  'Hhat  claim  having  been  rejected  and  not 
reopened  during  the  lifetime  of  the  soldier  it  can  not  after  his  death  be 
reopened  by  any  person ; "  and  she  appealed  November  4,  1895,  con- 
tending she  has  the  legal  right,  as  wido^f ,  to  x^oi^w  9«xA  ^^xci^V^^  «aid 
claim. 
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Pending  appeal  I  deemed  it  advisable  to  call  upon  the  War  Depart- 
xuent  for  a  report  as  to  whether  the  soldier  in  this  case  had  made  any 
3rttempt  to  remove  said  charge  of  desertion ;  and  in  response  to  this  call 
said  Department  reported  March  16,  1896,  that  he  first  applied,  for 
removal  of  said  charge,  June,  1884,  and  in  support  of  his  application 
filed  evidence  on  that  date  and  in  November,  1889,  which,  however, 
vras  not  sufficient  to  meet  the  requirements  of  that  Department,  and 
the  charge  was  not  removed  until  his  widow,  this  appellant,  had  taken 
up  the  prosecution  of  said  application  and  filed  additional  evidence, 
which  was  held  sufficient,  and  the  charge  was  accordingly  removed  July 
25, 1895,  as  above  stated. 

The  question  presented  for  decision  herein  is  whether  this  soldier's 
claim  was,  at  the  time  of  his  death,  pending  within  the  meaning  of  sec- 
tion 4718,  Revised  Statutes,  and  of  the  act  of  March  2,  1895,  under 
which  laws  the  widow  of  ''  any  person  entitled  to  a  pension  having  an 
application  therefore  pending  "  at  the  time  of  his  death,  has  the  right 
to  complete  such  application  and  receive  the  pension  due  thereunder. 

Ordinarily  a  claim  can  not  be  said  to  be  ^'  pending  "  when  it  stands 
'^rejected.''  The  word  pending  signifies  suspense  and  nondecision.  A 
thing  is  pending  until  it  is  decided ;  and  in  pension  adjudications  rejec- 
tion of  a  claim  is  generally  regarded  as  final  action  therein,  so  that  an 
appeal  will  not  lie  until  such  rejection  has  been  had. 

A  strict  construction  of  the  word  "pending"  would,  therefore,  sustain 
your  action  in  this  case,  as  this  soldier's  claim  stood  formally  rejected 
at  the  time  of  his  death. 

The  pension  laws,  however,  should  be  construed  and  administered 
in  the  same  liberal  spirit  of  their  enactment,  and  the  intent  of  the 
enactors  should  govern  throughout. 

It  is  not  believed  that  the  error  of  the  Government  in  making  a 
record  which  alone  prevented  this  soldier  from  receiving  the  pension  to 
which  the  record  shows  he  was  entitled  should  also  debar  his  widow 
from  such  pension,  under  her  right  as  established  in  said  section  4718. 
To  allow  the  Government  thus  to  take  advantage  of  its  own  error  to 
the  prejudice  of  one  to  whom  its  liberal  consideration  is  due  is  contrary 
to  all  principles  of  equity  and  justice. 

The  record  in  such  a  case  is  in  the  nature  of  matter  in  abatement  of 
the  soldier's  enjoyment  of  his  asserted  right  to  pension  rather  than  in 
bar  of  such  right ;  his  right  still  subsists,  and  the  efficient  cause  of  such 
abatement  being  an  error  on  the  part  of  the  Government  which  has 
been  corrected,  and  said  cause  of  abatement  removed,  no  mere  techni- 
cality of  law  should  stand  in  the  way  of  the  enjoyment  of  such  right 
by  the  one  to  whom,  as  his  pension  representative,  the  law  has  expressly 
given  it. 

Where,  however,  a  claim  stands  rejected  oa  growii^*^  Sxi  ^\siOsi  ^^ 
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Gk>y6riim6nt  is  not  thus  involved  as  a  party  in  delicto,  and  the  claimajit 
did  not  thereafter,  within  a  reasonable  time,  reopen  or  take  steps  in  the 
Bureau  of  Pensions  to  reopen  his  claim,  it  is  believed  such  rejedaon 
should  stand  as  definitive  and  conclusive,  and  the  claim  be  considered 
as  not  pending  at  the  time  of  such  claimant's  death. 

The  latter  was  the  case  in  the  appealed  claim  of  John  U.  Jones, 
decided  February  23,  1895,  in  which  rejection  of  claim  was  on  the 
ground  of  no  disability  from  the  alleged  sunstroke,  and  as  to  the  alleged 
injury,  of  no  record  or  other  evidence  of  incurrence  in  service,  and 
claimant's  declared  inability  to  furnish  such  evidence ;  and  I  held  his 
widow  had  no  right  to  reopen  said  claim  after  his  death,  he  having  made 
no  effort  whatever  to  reopen  same  during  his  lifetime. 

I  would,  therefore,  hold  as  general  rules : 

1.  That  where  a  soldier's  claim  for  pension  stands  rejected,  at  the 
time  of  his  death,  on  the  ground  that  the  records  of  the  War  Depart- 
ment show  a  certain  fact  on  which  alone  such  rejection  is  based,  and  he 
applied  to  said  Department  for  correction  of  such  record,  which  is  sub- 
sequently determined  by  that  Department  to  have  been  erroneous  and 
is  corrected  accordingly,  such  claim  shall  be  considered  as  pending 
within  the  meaning  of  section  4718,  Eevised  Statutes,  and  of  the  act  of 
March  2,  1896,  although  it  was  never  formally  reopened  during  his  life- 
time, nor  any  application  made  by  him  to  the  Bureau  of  Pensions  to 
have  it  reopened. 

2.  That  where  a  soldier's  claim  stands  rejected,  at  the  time  of  his 
death,  on  another  than  the  sole  ground  that  the  records  of  the  War 
Department  show  a  certain  fact  or  facts,  and  he  made  no  effort,  within 
a  reasonable  time,  to  reopen  it,  it  shall  be  considered  as  not  pending 
within  the  meaning  of  section  4718,  Revised  Statutes,  or  of  said  act  of 
March  2,  1895. 

Your  action  in  this  claim  is  accordingly  reversed,  and  you  will  please 
allow  the  widow  to  complete  the  adjudication  of  the  claim. 


MEDICAL  EXAMINATION— ACT  JULY  14,  1898-PRACTICE. 

Thomas  J.  Howren. 

A  medical  examination  to  test  the  right  of  claimant  to  the  benefit  of  the  act  of  Jnly  14, 
1892,  ought  not  to  be  ordered  nntil  claimant  himself  has  established  a  prima  facie 
right  to  the  benefit  of  said  act. 

Asaisiant   Secretary   John    M.   Reynolds   to    the    Commissioner   of  PenswnHj 

June  6y  1896, 

A  declaration  was  filed  in  this  case  f  Certificate  No.  26,356)  April  6, 
1893,  alleging  an  increased  disability  by  reason,  o^  ^cii'eio\ifcd  ^^^ofi^^  vix^ 
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ponshot  wound  of  left  leg,  resulting  in  chronic  ulcers  and  consequent 
tg>isA  disability  of  left  leg.  The  claim  was  rejected  March  19, 1896,  on 
Jhe  ground  of  "  no  increase."  An  appeal  filed  April  10,  1896,  on  the 
rround  that  rejection  is  contrary  to  the  evidence,  and  that  the  refusal 
^  order  a  medical  examination  was  error. 

Claimant  is  now  a  pensioner  at  the  rate  of  $36  per  month  under  the 
3Ct  of  August  4,  1886.     The  declaration  and  appeal  herein  are  based 
apon  the  requirement  of  the  aid  and  assistance  of  another  person  as 
provided  for  by  the  act  of  July  14,  1892.     This  act  establishes  a  rate 
known  as  the  intermediate  rate,  allowed  to  those  who,  by  reason  of 
injuries  or  disease  contracted  in  the  service  and  line  of  duty,  are  totally 
incapacitated  from  performing  manual  labor,  and  who  also  require  fre- 
c|aent  and  periodical  aid  and  attendance  of  another  person.    The  only 
evidence  filed  in  the  case  under  consideration,  in  respect  to  aid  and 
attendance  required,  shows  that  claimant  can  not  dress  or  undress  him- 
self or  bathe  the  left  leg  without  aid,  on  account  of  stifihess  of  the  limb. 
It  will  certainly  be  conceded  by  appellant's  attorney  that  the  mere  fact 
that  aid  is  required  to  dress  and  undress  by  reason  of  stifihess  of  the 
left  leg,  will  not,  per  se,  entitle  claimant  to  the  benefit  of  the  act  invoked. 
There  is  no  proof  that  he  is  totally  incapacitated  for  manual  labor,  and 
be  has  not  made  out  a  prima  facie  case  of  such  disability  as  is  contem- 
plated by  that  act ;  until  that  is  done  the  refusal  to  order  a  medical 
examination  should  be  withheld.    I  think  it  may  be  laid  down,  as  a 
proper  and  just  rule,  that  a  medical  examination  ought  not  to  be  ordered 
to  test  the  right  of  claimants  to  the  benefit  of  the  act  of  July  14,  1892, 
until  claimant  has  established  himself  a  prima  facie  right  to  the  benefit 
of  that  act. 
The  action  appealed  from  is  affirmed. 


increase-act  janttary  6,  1893-mexican  war, 

George  W.  Twist. 

The  increase  of  pension  provided  by  the  act  of  Jannary  5,  1893,  for  snrviyors  of  the 
war  with  Mexico,  is  to  be  granted  only  to  those  survivors,  otherwise  entitled,  \vho, 
on  the  5th  of  Jannary,  1893,  were  in  receipt  of  a  pension  of  $8  per  month  on 
aooonnt  of  service  in  the  war  with  Mexico. 

AisiglarU    Secretary   John    M.  Reynolds   to    the    Commissioner    of  Pensions, 

June  30,  1896. 

The  appellant,  George  W.  Twist,  was  pensioned  at  the  rate  of  $8  per 
month  from  the  29th  of  January,  1887,  under  the  act  of  that  date,  on 
account  of  service  in  the  war  with  Mexico.  His  pension  under  said 
act  was  made  to  terminate  on  the  24th  of  July,  l^W,  iiOT£i^\v\0DL  ^'aXfe 
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he  was  pensioned  under  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  on  account  of  service  i 
in  (Company  A,  Ninety-fourth  Ohio  Volunteers,  in  the  war  of  the  rebel-  ; 
lion.  After  the  passage  of  the  act  of  January  5,  1893,  increasing  the  | 
pension  of  certain  survivors  of  the  war  with  Mexico  to  $12  per  moDtb,  I 
he  applied  to  be  placed  on  the  rolls  under  the  act  of  January  29, 1887,  - 
and  to  be  allowed  the  increase  provided  by  the  act  of  January  5, 1893. 

His  claim  was  rejected  August  29, 1893,  on  the  ground  that  he  vas 
not,  on  the  5th  of  January,  1893,  a  pensioner  under  the  act  of  JaDoary 
29, 1887,  for  service  in  the  war  with  Mexico.  From  this  action  an 
appeal  was  taken,  June  22,  1895. 

The  act  of  January  5,  1893,  provides : 

That  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  be,  and  he  is  hereby,  authorized  to  increase  the 
pension  of  every  pensioner  who  is  now  on  the  rolls  at  |8  per  month  on  acooant  of  serv- 
ice in  the  Mexican  War,  and  who  is  wholly  disabled  for  manual  labor,  and  is  in  such 
destitnte  circumstances  that  $8  per  month  are  insufficient  to  provide  him  the  necessaritt 
of  life,  to  $12  per  month. 

The  applicant  in  this  case  was  not  on  the  5th  of  January,  1893,  in 
receipt  of  a  pension  under  the  act  granting  pension  on  account  of  service 
in  the  war  with  Mexico.  He  was,  on  that  date,  in  receipt  of  a  pensioD 
under  the  act  granting  pension  for  service  in  the  war  of  the  rebellion. 
If,  therefore,  it  should  be  shown  that  he  is,  and  was  on  the  5th  of 
January,  1893,  in  the  condition  of  disability  and  destitution  set  forth 
in  said  act,  his  claim  for  the  benefits  of  said  act  can  not  be  allowed,  for 
the  reason  that  the  act  applies  only  to  those  who  were,  at  the  date  of 
its  passage,  on  the  rolls  at  $8  per  month  on  account  of  service  in  the 
war  with  Mexico. 

The  action  from  which  the  appeal  is  taken  is  affirmed. 


mfnor's  pension-act  jtune  «7,  1890 
Minor  of  Lafayette  G.  Howard. 

The  minor  children  of  a  deceased  soldier  have  no  title  to  pension  in  their  own  right 
under  the  act  of  June  27,  189(),  while  the  widow  of  such  soldier  is  living  and  not 
remarried,  unless  such  widow  has  forfeited  her  right  to  pension  under  the  act  of 
August  7,  18>^2,  or  section  4706,  Revised  Statutes,  notwithstanding  such  widow 
married  such  soldier  suhsequent  to  the  passage  of  said  act. 

Asmiant    Secretary  John  M,   Reynolds   to    the    Commimoner  of  Penmrw, 

June  SO,  1896. 

The  claim  (No.  588,996)  of  the  above-named  minor  of  Lafayette  6. 
Howard,  deceased,  late  of  Company  C,  First  Massachusetts  Volunteer 
Cavalry,  for  pension  under  the  act  of  J\iiie>21  ,\%^^,^^j&i:^'^^r\iA'^imccJl 
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,  1894,  on  the  ground  that  said  child  had  no  title  to  pension  while  the 
idow  of  said  soldier  was  living. 

From  this  action  an  appeal  was  filed  June  19,  1894,  wherein  it  is  con- 
mded  that  as  soldier  was  married  to  said  widow  subsequent  to  the 
Assage  of  said  act  of  June  27,  1890,  and  did  not  die  of  disease  con- 
tacted in  the  service,  said  widow  could  have  no  title  to  pension ;  hence, 
lid  minor  was  pensionable  in  his  own  right. 

The  soldier  enlisted  September  12, 1861,  and  was  discharged  February 
8, 1863,  on  a  surgeon's  certificate  of  disability  on  account  of  amblyopia 
iisease  of  eyes).  He  was  pensioned  for  impaired  vision  at  S6  per 
lonth  from  discharge,  and  $10  from  September  12,  1883.  He  died 
kstober  11, 1893,  of  apoplexy. 

Soldier's  first  wife  died  September  2, 1882,  and  he  married  the  mother 
f  said  minor  October  30, 1882,  and  said  minor  was  bom  January  31/ 

Soldier  was  divorced  from  claimant's  mother  January  30, 1891,  and 
Harried  Ellen  O'Hara  September  21,  1891,  who  survives  him.  The 
or^oing  facts  are  established  by  record  evidence. 

The  widow  has  not  applied  for  pension  but  has  filed  a  claim  for  the 
locrued  pension.  Soldier  died  of  apoplexy,  which  does  not  appear  to 
be  due  to  the  cause  for  which  pensioned ;  and  it  is  not  claimed  that  his 
death  cause  had  any  connection  with  his  service. 

Thus  it  follows  that  said  widow,  having  married  soldier  subsequent 
to  the  passage  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  is  not  pensionable  under 
said  law. 

Under  the  circumstances  can  this  minor  be  pensioned? 

Section  3  of  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  under  which  this  claim  was 
filed,  reads  as  follows : 

That  if  any  officer  or  enlisted  man  who  served  ninety  days  or  more  in  the  Army  or 
lavy  of  the  United  States  daring  the  late  war  of  the  rebellion,  and  who  was  honorahly 
iiaoharged  has  died,  or  shall  hereafter  die,  leaving  a  widow  without  other  means  of  sap- 
port  than  her  daily  labor,  or  minor  children  ander  the  age  of  sixteen  years,  sach  widow 
shall  apon  dne  proof  of  her  hasband's  death,  without  proving  his  death  to  be  the  resalt 
)f  his  army  service,  be  placed  on  the  pension-roll  from  the  date  of  the  application  there- 
!or  ander  this  act,  at  the  rate  of  eight  dollars  per  month  daring  her  widowhood,  and 
ihall  also  be  paid  two  dollars  per  month  for  each  child  of  such  officer  or  enlisted  man 
loder  sixteen  years  of  age,  and  in  case  of  the  death  or  remarriage  of  the  widow,  leav- 
Dg  a  child  or  children  of  such  officer  or  enlisted  man  under  the  age  of  sixteen  years, 
nch  pension  shall  be  paid  such  child  or  children  until  the  age  of  sixteen. 

The  conditions  precedent  to  a  minor's  pension  under  said  act  are  the 
leath  or  remarriage  of  the  widow.  Under  section  4702,  Revised  Statutes, 
he  minors  were  pensionable  (1)  in  case  the  soldier  left  no  widow,  (2) 
r  in  case  of  her  death  without  the  payment  to  her  of  any  part  of  the 
lensien,  and  (3)  in  case  of  the  death  or  remarriage  of  the  widow  who 
urvived  the  soldier. 
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It  will  be  observed  that  the  aet  of  Jnne  27, 1890,  is  not  aa  broad  as 
section  4702,  Revised  Statutes,  providing  pension  for  the  minors  only  (m 
the  death  or  remarriage  of  the  widow.  It  has  been  the  long-established 
practice  of  your  Bureau  and  the  Department  not  to  allow  pension  to 
the  minors  of  a  deceased  soldier  while  his  widow  was  still  alive  and  had 
not  remarried,  except  in  cases  where  the  widow  had  forfeited  her  pen- 
sion or  right  to  pension  under  the  act  of  Aognst  7, 1882,  or  section 
4706,  Revised  Statutes. 

With  the  exceptions  just  mentioned  the  minors  have  no  title  to  pen- 
sion in  their  own  right  while  a  widow  who  has  not  remarried  survives 
the  soldier,  even  the  $2  per  month  which  might  be  paid  such  minor 
were  the  widow  pensioned,  is  not  a  minor's  pension  but  the  widow'a 

It  would  also  be  unsafe  to  grant  pension  to  the  minor  while  a  widow 
survived  soldier,  as  such  widow  might  in  the  future  successfully  prose- 
cute a  claim  in  her  own  right,  either  under  the  general  or  some  other 
law,  and  we  would  then  be  in  the  position  of  having  granted  two  pen- 
sions on  account  of  the  same  service. 

I  deem  it  unwise  to  depart  from  the  well-established  and  uniform 
practice  which  has  obtained  in  your  Bureau  and  the  Department,  that 
the  minors  of  a  deceased  soldier,  except  in  the  cases  mentioned,  had  no 
title  to  pension  in  their  own  right  while  a  widow  who  has  not  remarried 
survives  such  soldier,  and  therefore  affirm  your  action. 


ATTORNEYSHIP— FEE. 

Ida  B.  Hiogins  (claimant). 
John  F.  Methvin  (attoeney). 

Where  a  person  files  a  declaration  at  a  time  when  he  is  not  entitled  to  practioe  in  the 
Bareaa,  and  is  subsequently  admitted  to  practice,  the  rights  of  no  third  person 
intervening,  and  subsequent  to  his  admission,  be  has  rendered  matorial  service,  and 
is  otherwise  entitled,  on  the  allowance  of  the  claim,  a  fee  should  be  paid  to  him. 

Assistant    Secretary  John   M,  Reynolds  to  the   Commissioner    of  PensioM, 

June  IS,  1896. 

John  F.  Methvin,  of  Atlanta,  Ga.,  May  6, 1896,  appealed  in  the  matr 
ter  of  fee,  on  the  issue  of  February  14, 1896,  in  the  claim  for  a  widow's 
pension,  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  of  Ida  B.  Higgins,  widow  of 
John  Higgins,  late  of  Companies  B  and  A,  Twenty-fifth  Massachusetts 
Infantry,  Certificate  No.  419,956. 

The  original  declaration  was  filed  December  11, 1895,  by  the  appel- 
lant, who  was  therein  appointed  attorney  to  prosecute  the  claim. 

When  the  appellant  filed  the  declaratioii,  NvYiic^  c»i)L\Ai^%  \\.^  onlY 
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power  of  attorney,  he  had  not  been  admitted  to  practice  before  the 
Bureau.  He  was  admitted  to  practice  January  13, 1896.  He  filed  evi- 
dence January  24,  1896,  that  established  the  claim,  which  was  allowed 
February  14,  following,  bat  no  fee  was  paid  to  him. 

There  is  no  contest  of  attorneyship  in  the  case,  no  other  attorney 
appearing  therein.  In  the  claim  of  the  widow  of  George  Long  (Fee 
P.  L.  Bk.  19,  p.  201),  decided  September  6,  1894,  wherein  application 
for  p^:iBion  was  filed  by  a  person  not  entitled  to  recognition  under  the 
rales,  and  who  had  rendered  no  other  service,  but  was  subsequently 
admitted  to  practice,  the  Department  held — 

That  sach  admission  gives  said  person  no  right,  as  against  an  attorney  who  has 
entered  into  a  legal  oonttact  with  the  claimant,  and  has  rendered  service. 

It  is  also  stated  in  said  decision  that — 

Were  the  rights  of  no  third  person  involved,  and  had  Mr.  Arnold  (the  appellant)  ren- 
dered service  snbseqnent  to  his  admission  to  practice,  his  claim  would  be  stronger  ;  bnt 
even  in  sach  event,  a  grave  doubt  would  arise,  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  his  authority  to 
act  in  the  claim. 

The  facts  in  this  case  meet  with  the  above  contemplated  conditions. 
Bat  I  am  unable  to  assign  any  good  purpose  that  would  be  served  by 
Tofosing  to  recognize  an  attorney  under  these  conditions,  although 
there  is  a  doubt  as  to  the  appointment  of  the  appellant  being  in  con- 
formity with  the  rules  of  practice.  However,  as  those  rules  are  not 
violated,  and  a  consideration  of  the  rights  of  third  parties  do  not  enter 
into  the  question,  .1  am  disposed  to  recognize  the  appellant's  authority 
to  prosecute  the  claim,  as  valid,  as  long  as  the  parties  to  the  power  of 
attorney  have  seen  fit  to  treat  it  in  that  light,  thus  estopping  them  to 
deny  its  legal  sufficiency.  It  having  been  determined  that  the  appel- 
lant was,  under  the  foregoing  conditions,  entitled  to  prosecute  the  claim, 
and  he  having  rendered  material  service,  it  follows  that  he  should  be 
paid  a  fee.    Therefore,  the  action  of  the  Bureau  is  reversed. 


ssbvicb-pixiot-tvab  tsssbii-sectioks  4698-96,  bevtsed  statutes. 

Chables  a.  EItlbubn. 

1.  A  pilot  who  senred  upon  a  war  vessel  of  the  United  States  during  the  late  oivil  war, 

is  not  required  to  show  enlistment  or  muster  into  the  United  States  military  or 
oayal  serrice  to  entitle  him  to  pension  for  disability  due  to  wounds  or  injury 
received  in  the  line  of  duty  as  a  civilian  employee  as  such  pilot. 

2.  The  ease  of  John  6.  Coney,  engineer,  (3  P.  D.,  200),  cited  and  approved. 

Amgtant    Secretary  John    M.   Reynolds   to  the    Commissioner  of  Pensions, 

June  SO,  1896. 

On  August  2,  1895;  claimant  appealed  from  the  qiaUou.  of  ^out 
Sarean  of  May  7,  1895,  rejecting  his  claim  for  penaion  \xsiABt  \!fiL^  \|,^Tir 
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eral  law  upon  the  ground  that  he  was  not  in  the  military  or  na?al 
service  of  the  TTnited  States,  but  was  a  civilian  employee  in  the  Qaarto^ 
master  Department. 

The  records  of  the  Quartermaster  General's  Offioe  of  the  War  Depart- 
ment shows  that  claimant  served  as  pilot  on  the  transport  W,  H.  Brcvn, 
attached  to  the  flotilla  at  $100  per  month  from  January  1, 1862,  to 
January  10,  1863,  and  at  $150  per  month  from  January  11,  1862,  doing 
double  duty ;  that  he  continued  to  perform  such  service  as  pilot  of  said 
boat  until  March  9,  1862;  that  the  said  boat  waa  subsequently,  on 
March  26, 1862,  transferred  to  the  Navy  Department. 

The  records  of  the  Third  Auditor's  Office,  Treasury  Department, 
show  claimant  to  have  been  paid  for  service  as  pilot  on  the  IT.  S.  8.  W.  H. 
Brovm,  from  January  1  to  March  9,  1862,  and  as  master  of  the  tag 
Jeme  from  June  9  to  September  30,  1862.  It  further  appears  from  the 
records  of  the  War  Department  that  the  XT.  S.  steam  tug  Jessie  was 
attached  to  the  western  gunboat  flotilla. 

In  the  case  of  John  G.  Coney,  engineer  (3  P.  D.,  200),  the  con- 
struction of  section  4693,  the  Department  quoted  with  approval  Baling 
No.  31,  of  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions,  viz : 

The  words  ''any  ganboat  or  war  Teasel''  used  in  the  second  snbdivialon  of  section 
4693,  R.  S.,  and  the  words  ''ganboats  aod  war  vessels ''  found  in  the  last  daase  of  say 
tion  4695,  R.  S.,  are  to  be  oonstmed  so  as  to  inclnde  all  vessels  in  the  service  of  the 
United  States  which  are  manned  and  used  in  offensive  and  defensive  operations  agaiiut 
the  enemy. 

It  was  further  held  in  said  case — 

That  by  the  express  provisions  of  the  statute  the  qaestion  of  the  enlistment  of  the 
claimant  is  wholly  immaterial.  The  language  of  the  law,  last  quoted,  was  evidentlj 
intended  to  include  all  who  performed  the  service  therein  designated,  whether  ^*rQgo- 
larly  '^  enlisted  in  the  Army  or  in  the  Navy,  or  employed  by  the  quartermaster's 
department  of  the  Army,  or  by  other  competent  authority. 

I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  foregoing  is  a  correct  construction  of 
the  law,  and  that  the  rejection  of  this  claim  upon  the  ground  stated 
was  error. 

The  next  question  to  be  considered  is,  whether  the  U.  S.  steamer  F. 
H.  Brown  and  steam  tug  Jeme,  on  which  claimant  served,  were  gun- 
boats or  war  vessels. 

No  information  can  be  found  in  the  War  or  Navy  Department  as  to 
whether  these  boats  were  armed  and  manned  for  offensive  and  defensive 
operations. 

The  U.  S.  steamer  Broiun  was  manned  in  part  by  naval  officers  and 
seamen,  as  it  appears  that  during  the  time  claimant  served  on  said  ves- 
sel that  First  Assistant  Engineer  Reynolds,  Second  Class  Fireman 
Hooks,  Seaman  Delos,  and  Landsman  Wagenseller,  served  on  the  same 
vessel. 
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The  steamer   W.  JET.  Brwm  waa  attached  to  the  western  gunboat 
^otiUa^  as  was  also  the  tug  Jessie. 

The  Bureau  of  Medicine,  Navy  Department,  report  Charles  C.  Kil- 
l>am,  "pilot,  XJ.  S.  Navy,"  admitted  to  Red  Rover  August  8,  1862,  from 
tag  Jeme  with  febris  intermittens,  and  discharged  to  duty  August  13, 
1862. 

It  also  appears  that  the  tug  Jessie  was  attached  to  the  flagship  Ben- 
ionj  under  command  of  Admiral  Davis,  as  a  dispatch  boat.  It  is  impos- 
siUe  to  determine  from  the  designation  given  in  the  records  of  the  War 
Department  what  vessels  composing  said  command  were  strictly  ''war 
vessels"  and  what  not,  some  appearing  as  ''transports"  appearing  to 
have  been  well  armed  and  used  as  well  in  the  capacity  of  "gunboats" 
as  others  designated  as  "gunboats,"  "motor  boats,"  "rams,"  etc.,  and 
as  actively  employed  in  warlike  operations. 

In  the  case  of  John  G.  Coney  (3  P.  D.,  200),  the  Diana,  on  which  he 
served,  was  attached  to  the  Mississippi  Marine  Brigade,  and  General 
Ellet,  commanding  the  brigade,  stated  in  his  evidence  given  in  that 
case  that  the  Diana  had  no  standing  as  a  naval  vessel  of  war,  but  was 
undoubtedly  used  as  a  war  vessel  or  gunboat,  carrying  transports  past 
the  enemy's  batteries  on  the  Mississippi  River,  and  in  every  other  way 
that  vessels  of  war  or  gunboats  were  used  on  said  river. 

It  appears  that  the  tug  Jessie  was  used  to  carry  dispatches  from  the 
flagship  to  the  other  vessels  composing  the  flotilla,  and  was  as  much 
exposed,  and  as  actively  engaged  in  warlike  operations  as  the  flagship 
to  which  it  was  attached.  It  was  as  much  a  part  of  the  flagship  as  one 
of  the  ship's  life  boats,  and  as  the  Diana,  designated  in  some  of  the 
reports  as  a  "transport,"  was  held  to  be  a  war  vessel  in  the  case  of 
Coney,  I  hold  that  the  circumstances  of  this  case  warrant  the  holding 
that  the  XJ.  S.  steamer  W,  JET.  Brown  and  tug  Je&sie  were  also  war  ves- 
sels engaged  in  oflensive  and  defensive  operations  against  the  enemy. 
Your  rejection  of  this  claim  on  the  ground  stated  is,  therefore, 
leversed,  and  you  are  directed  to  adjudicate  the  case  on  its  merits. 


marriage  ani>  divorce-indian  nations— jurisdiction. 
Cassandba  F.  Clark  (alleged  widow). 

1.  The  Wyandotte  tribe  of  Indians  in  1882  were  a  distinct  political  community  and  as 
Boch  possessed  the  power  of  self-goyernment  and  the  consequent  right  to  determine 
the  social  condition  and  domestic  status  of  one  of  its  members,  he  being  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  and  a  domiciled  subject  of  said  Wyandotte  Nation.  (Worcester  v. 
8tate  of  Georgia,  6  Peters,  515  ;  Strader  v,  Graham,  10  How.,  82.) 

^  A  decree  of  divorce  granted  by  the  Wyandotte  Council  being  an  act  of  the  natLon  as 
n  aoveragnty  exennaod  thiovLgh  its  proper  ohaiinela,aiidiiot^Kitu^\\»^V3^^^^- 
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sfcitntion  or  treaties  of  the  United  States,  its  validity  is  not  affected  by  tbe  fiwt  tial 
said  decree  was  granted  without  notice  to  defendant.  (Maynard  v.  Hill,  125  U.  S., 
190 ;  Pennoyer  v,  Neff,  95  U.  S.,  714.) 
3.  Such  decree  destroyed  the  marriage  relation  existing  between  libellant  and  libelke, 
and  is  effectual  to  necessitate  a  holding  that  claimant  is  not  the  legal  widow  d 
soldier. 

Assistant  Secretary  John   M,   Reynolds  to    the    Commissioner  of  Pefwtoni, 

June  SOj  1896. 

Appellant  herein,  Cassandra  F.  Clark,  filed  her  widow's  claim  under 
the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  on  April  6, 1891.  Same  was  rejected  Septem- 
ber 22,  1894,  on  the  ground  that  claimant  was  not  the  legal  widow  of 
the  soldier,  Richard  W.  Clark,  late  of  Company  A,  Eleventh  Kansas 
Volunteer  Infantry.  An  appeal  was  filed  June  10, 1895,  on  the  ground 
that  said  rejection  is  contrary  to  law. 

The  case  may  be  stated  as  follows : 

Eichard  W.  Clark,  a  Wyandotte  Indian,  married  Cassandra  F.  Kirk- 
bride,  this  claimant,  an  Ajnerican  white  woman,  on  August  7, 1860, 
according  to  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Kansas.  He  enlisted  in  the 
United  States  Army  on  August  7, 1862,  and  was  honorably  discharged 
therefrom  on  May  18, 1865.  As  the  result  of  this  union  there  were  two 
children,  the  youngest  of  whom  was  bom  in  1869.  Said  Richard  W. 
Clark  was  granted  a  divorce  from  his  said  wife  Cassandra  on  the  23d 
day  of  November,  1882,  by  the  Wyandotte  Council,  at  Wyandotte 
Reserve,  Indian  Territory,  and  thereafter,  at  Vinita,  Ind.  T.,  on  Octo- 
ber 3, 1886,  married  an  Indian  woman  named  Elizabeth  Brandon.  Said 
soldier  died  on  the  31st  day  of  January,  1890. 

Appellant  maintains  that  she  is  the  legal  widow  of  said  soldier,  and 
her  contention  is  ably  argued,  and  at  length,  in  all  its  collateral  branches, 
by  her  attorney,  upon  the  grounds  that  said  Clark  was  subject  to  the 
laws  of  the  State  of  Kansas  wherein  he  was  married ;  that  claimant 
was  never  notified  of  any  divorce  proceedings ;  and  that  the  United 
States  Government  will  not  recognize  a  divorce  granted  by  a  tribe  of 
Indians. 

It  should  be  stated,  at  the  outset,  that  some  of  the  facts  to  be  here- 
after related  have  not  been  brought  in  evidence  by  either  contestant  or 
the  Pension  Bureau,  but  they  are  matters  of  record  in  the  Indian 
Bureau,  which  is  within  the  jurisdiction  of,  and  a  branch  of  this 
Department,  and  following  a  familiar  rule  of  evidence  and  procedure, 
these  facts  will  be  admitted  and  considered  in  so  far  as  they  may  be 
necessary  to  a  proper  understanding  and  adjudication  of  the  issue  pre- 
sented by  the  appeal. 

From  1785  to  1855,  the  Wyandotte  tribe  of  Indians  were  recognized 
by  the  United  States  as  a  nation  of  Indians.  In  the  course  of  time,  in 
common  with  all  of  the  Indian  tribes  the  Wyandotte  dvminifihed  in 
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niimber,  and  their  importance  as  a  factor  in  governmental  action  grew 
leflBy  until  on  January  31, 1855,  a  treaty  was  concluded  with  them, 
whereby  the  Wyandottes  ceased  to  exist  as  a  nation ;  their  tribal  rela- 
tions in  so  far  as  they  were  to  be  recognized  by  the  Oovemment  were 
abolished,  and  all  Wyandotte  Indians  became  citizens  of  the  United 
States,  the  only  exception  being  that  those  who  made  application  there- 
for might  be  exempt,  for  the  time  being,  from  the  operation  of  the  citi- 
aenship  clause,  the  period  of  such  exemption  to  be  fixed  by  the  Com- 
jniflsioner  of  Indian  Affairs.  In  1867,  however^  another  treaty  was 
concluded  between  the  United  States  and  several  Indian  tribes,  among 
^hich  were  certain  so-called  Wyandottes ;  the  portion  of  the  preamble 
cf  this  treaty,  so  far  as  it  may  relate  to  the  issue  herein,  as  is  follows : 

And  whereas  a  portion  of  the  Wyandottes,  parties  to  the  treaty  of  1855,  *  *  * 
1»Te  not  been  compelled  to  become  citizens,  bnt  have  remained  withoat  clearly  recog- 
sind  oiganizatioD,  while  others  who  did  become  citizens  are  unfitted  for  the  responai- 
Inlities  of  citizenship,  and  whereas  the  Wyandottes  treated  with  in  1855,  have  just 
claims  against  the  Government  which  wiU  enable  the  portion  of  their  people  herein 
vtfened  to  to  begin  anew  a  tribal  existence.    Therefore,  etc. 

The  treaty  goes  on  to  state,  that  a  register  of  the  '^  whole  people" 
shall  be  taken  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  which  register — 

shall  show  the  names  of  all  who  declare  their  desire  to  be  and  remain  Indians,  and  in  a 
tribal  condition,  *  *  *  and  all  snch  persons,  and  those  only,  shall  hereafter  const!- 
tate  the  tribe. 

Continuing,  it  recites  that  no  person  who  has  heretofore  consented  to 
become  a  citizen,  shall  become  a  member  of  the  tribe  unless  by  the  free 
consent  of  the  tribe  after  its  new  organization,  together  with  the 
approval  of  the  agent  of  the  Delawares. 

The  records  of  the  Indian  Bureau  show  that  the  reorganization  of 
the  tribe  under  this  treaty  was  much  slower  than  was  anticipated,  and 
that  it  lacked  in  some  formalities  and  details,  certain  things  contem- 
plated ;  but  the  clear  intent  of  that  treaty  was  to  restore  the  Wyan- 
dottes to  their  national  tribal  existence,  and  that  intent  was  fulfilled, 
for  the  Government,  in  1870,  recognized  the  Wyandottes  as  a  reorgan- 
ized tribe,  and  as  such  an  Indian  Nation,  and  commenced  to  fulfill  its 
financial  obligations  to  them,  made  incumbent  by  the  treaty  of  1867, 
and  has  so  continued  until  the  present  day. 

The  question  immediately  arises,  and  has  to  do  vitally  with  the  issue 
herein,  what  is  an  Indian  Nation  in  so  far  as  it  relates  to  the  United 
States  and  the  different  States?  Without  discussing  the  matter  at 
length,  it  is  sufficient  to  say  that  an  Indian  Nation  is  neither  a  domestic 
state  or  a  foreign  state ;  it  is  a — 

domestic  dependent  nation.     (Cherokee  Nation  v.  State  of  Geoi^gia,  7  Peters,  1.) 

Itis— 
^  mdependeni  political  community,     (McKay  v.  CampbeW,  ^  ^^^cx.^  W%.^ 
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It  is  an  alien  nation,  a  distinct  political  community,  and  ite  memben 
owe  immediate  allegiance  to  their  several  tribes,  and  are  not  part  of 
the  people  of  the  United  States.     (Elk  v.  Wilkins,  112  U.  S.,  94.) 

What  are  the  rights  that  must  be  accorded  to  such  a  community? 

All  acts  especially  that  of  1812  *  *  *  manifestly  consider  the  several  Indiu 
Nations  as  distinct  political  communities  within  which  their  antbority  is  ezclasiTe. 

It  is  inconceivable  that  they  could  (be)  supposed  ^  *  *  to  have  divested  them- 
selves of  the  right  of  self-government  on  subjects  not  connected  with  trade. 

These  articles  (parts  of  treaties)  are  associated  with  others  recognizing  their  title  to 
self-government.     The  very  fact  of  repeated  treaties  with  them  recognizes  it. 

The  settled  law  of  nations  is  that  a  weaker  power  does  not  surrender  its  indqwud- 
enoe — its  right  to  self-government  by  associating  with  a  stronger. 

All  rights  which  belong  to  self-government  have  been  recognized  as  vested  in  them 
(Indians). 

In  the  management  of  their  internal  concerns  they  are  dependent  on  no  power. 

Is  no  distinction  to  be  made  between  treaties  consummated  by  a  civil- 
ized or  by  a  savage  people  ? 

Nations  differ  from  each  other  in  conditions,  but  the  principles  of  justice  are  the 
same. 

Thus  speaks  the  Supreme  Ck)urt  of  the  United  States  on  the  question, 
and  this  view  as  set  forth  in  the  leading  and  justly  celebrated  case  of 
Worcester  v.  State  of  Georgia  (6  Peters,  516),  has  been  repeatedly 
adopted  by  the  same  body  from  the  days  of  Chief  Justice  Marshall  np 
to  the  present  time.  It  was  distinctly  accepted  in  U.  S.  v.  HoUiday 
(3  Wall.,  407 — 1866),  and  again  in  IJ.  S.  v.  Forty-three  gallons  of 
whisky  (93  U.  8.,  188—1876). 

It  is  a  well  settled  principle  of  constitutional  law  that  each  State  may 
manage  and  control  its  own  domestic  and  internal  affairs  and — 

has  an  undoubted  right  to  determine  the  status  or  domestic  and  social  condition  of  ^e 
persons  domiciled  within  its  territory.     (Strader  v.  Graham,  10  How.,  82.) 

It  is  equally  well  settled  that  the  United  States  recognizes  that  mar- 
riage is  a  domestic  relation,  a  civil  status,  which  may  be  created  or 
destroyed  according  to  the  laws  and  jurisdictions  of  the  separate  polit- 
ical  community  in  which  the  parties  to  the  marriage  contract  are 
domiciled. 

It  has  been  held  by  the  Supreme  Court  that — 

The  jurisdiction  which  every  State  possesses  to  determine  the  civil  status  and  capac- 
ities of  all  its  inhabitants,  involves  authority  to  prescribe  the  conditions  on  which  pro- 
ceedings affecting  them  may  be  commenced  and  carried  on  within  its  territory.  (Pen- 
noyer  t;.  Nefif,  95  U.  S.,  714.) 

And  that — 

If  application  could  not  be  made  to  the  tribunal  of  the  complainant's  domicile  in 
such  a  case  (divorce),  and  proceedings  be  there  instituted,  without  personal  service  ol 
process  or  personal  notice  to  the  oJSending  party  the  injured  citizen  would  be  without 
redress.     (Ibid.) 
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And  again — 

It  is  proper  to  obflerve,  that  we  do  not  mean  to  aasert  by  anything  we  have  said,  that 
ft  Btate  may  not  anthorize  prooeedings  to  determine  the  statas  of  one  of  its  citizens 
toward  a  nonresident,  which  would  be  binding  within  the  State,  though  made  without 
gerrice  of  process,  or  peraonal  notice  to  the  nonresident     (Ibid.) 

This  particnlar  phase  of  the  sabject  is  well  expressed  by  Mr.  Stewart 
in  his  work  on  Marriage  and  Divorce,  and  the  following  statement  is 
amply  and  fully  fortified  by  cases  therein  cited : 

llie  State  may  dissolve  on  any  term  it  pleases,  the  marriage  of  any  person  domiciled 
inthin  its  jurisdiction,  and  this  without  regard  to  the  laws  of  the  time  or  the  place  of 
Uie  marriage,  or  of  the  contract  of  marriage  of  the  parties  ;  for  marriage  is  a  status,  the 
«ondition  of  married  persons  dependent  upon  law,  not  a  mere  personal  relation  but  a 
^Uic  institution  of  which  the  State  has  full  oontroL  (Stew,  on  Mar.  and  Diy., 
fiecl94.) 

Mr.  Bishop  also  states : 

The  courts  of  the  actual  domicile  of  a  married  party  proceeding  upon  a  ground  for 
dirorce  made  sufficient  by  the  laws  of  their  own  State  or  country  are  competent  to 
declare  such  party  free  from  matrimonial  bond.     (Bishop  on  M.  and  D.  and  Sep.,  1, 

See.  837.) 

It  should  be  borne  in  mind  that  the  term  '^ State"  is  not  confined  to 
those  snbdivisions  of  territory  which  represent  in  their  entirety  the 
Uaited  States  of  America,  bat  that  it  includes  those  political  common- 
ities  which  are  an  acknowledged  body  politic  and  which  exercise  acts 
of  sovereignty  within  their  gec^^phical  boundaries.  The  truth  of 
the  above  being  conceded  it  is  obvious  that  a  decree  of  divorce  must 
from  its  very  nature  be  either  legislative  or  judicial. 

It  is  not  shown  what  particular  function  of  government  was  vested 
in  the  Wyandotte  Council,  whether  legislative  or  judicial,  but  it  is 
shown  by  competent  evidence,  that  it  was  the  proper  body  to  entertain 
petitions  for  divorces,  and  it  is  apparent  that  the  decree  was  the  act  of 
tiie  Wyandotte  Nation  as  a  sovereignty,  exercised  through  its  lawful 
channels.  There  is  no  doubt  but  that  the  sovereignty  may  grant 
diyoroes,  either  by  legislative  decree  or  through  its  judicial  courts,  as 
it  may  see  fit. 

It  has  been  held,  that  inasmuch  as  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States  did  not  forbid  it,  in  the  absence  of  a  prohibition  by  its  own  con- 
stitution, any  State  could  grant  divorces  either  by  legislative  or  judicial 
decree. 

Haying  jmiadiction  to  legislate  npon  the  status  of  the  hnsband  he  being  a  resident  of 
the  Territory  at  the  time,  the  validity  of  this  act  is  not  affected  by  the  fact  that  it  was 
pBBsed  npon  his  application  withont  notice  to  our  knowledge  by  his  wife.  (Maynard  o. 
HiU,  125  U.S.,  190.) 

Mr.  Justice  Field,  who  delivered  the  opinion  in  the  above  case,  further 

stated .- 
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The  weight  of  aathority,  however,  is  decidedly  in  favor  of  the  jXKition  that,  in  tiie 
abeence  of  direct  prohibition,  the  power  over  divorces  remains  with  the  legislatnre. 

It  will  doubtless  be  eoneeded  that  the  jurisdiction  of  a  State  is  ooinci- 
dent  with  its  gec^raphical  boundaries  and  extends  over  all  persons  who 
owe  all^iance  to  its  sovereignty,  and  who  are  domiciled  therein ;  and  it 
is  well  to  note  here  some  facts  brought  out  in  the  evidence  in  this  case. 
The  contestant  herein  admits  that  in  1873  said  Clark  commenced  going 
to  the  Wyandotte  country.     His  absences  from  Wyandotte,  Kans.,  his 
former  domicile,  were  of  frequent  and  protracted  duration  and  were,  in  . 
contestant's  own  words,  "three  or  four  trips  yearly  to  the  Indian  Ter- 
ritory and  Wyandotte  Indian  Nation,  such  trips  covering  sometimee  i 
three  or  four  or  five  weeks,  sometimes  three  or  four  months  or  more."  ;. 
It  is  shown  by  competent  and  reliable  evidence  of  his  associates  and 
neighbors,  that  from  the  year  1874,  he  was  living  practically  continn- 
ously  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Wyandotte  Nation,  contestant 
herein  stating  that  he  gave  to  different  parties  powers  of  attorney  for 
the  transaction  of  business  for  him  outside  of  that  Nation. 

The  records  of  the  Wyandotte  tribe,  as  well  as  the  records  of  the 
Indian  Bureau,  show  that  on  April  21 ,  1874,  the  said  Richard  W.  Clark, 
Cassandra  his  wife,  and  their  two  children  were  adopted  into  the  tribe 
according  to  the  regular  custom  and  usage,  and  it  is  to  be  stated  thai 
such  custom  and  usage  has  long  had  the  sanction  of  the  Government 
On  November  29,  1881,  said  adoption  was  submitted  to  the  entire 
Wyandotte  Nation  in  council  assembled,  and  it  was  unanimously  con- 
firmed, thus  completing  his  status  as  a  member  of  the  Wyandotte 
tribe,  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  treaty  of  1867.     From  the 
date  of  his  adoption  in  1874,  up  to  his  death,  said  Clark  was  recognized 
by  the  Government  as  a  member  of  Wyandotte  tribe,  and  was  pwd 
annuities  by  the  Government  as  such  member ;  he  was  moreover,  for  a 
period  of  time,  secretary  of  their  Council.    There  is  no  escaping  the 
fact  that  Clark  certainly  after  November  29,  1881,  was  a  Wyandotte 
Indian,  occupied  the  political  status  of  an  Indian,  and  was  under  the 
sovereignty  of  the  Wyandottes ;  when  once  he  became  a  member  of 
that  Nation  he  ceased  to  be  in  any  manner  a  citizen  of  the  United 
States  or  amenable  to  laws  of  any  of  the  States :  and  so  he  must  have 
remained  until  he  became  a  citizen  of  some  other  sovereign  community 
by  the  permission  of  that  sovereignty.     No  act  of  his  is  shown  whereby 
he  ever  attempted  after  that  date  to  exercise  any  rights  of  citizenship 
either  State  or  Federal.     Had  he  done  so  it  would  have  availed  him 
nothing. 

The  fact  that  he  has  abandoned  his  nomadic  life  and  tribal  relations  and  adopted  the 
habits  and  manDers  of  civilized  people  may  be  a  good  reason  why  he  should  he  made  ft 
citizen  of  the  United  States  bat  does  not  of  itself  make  him  one.  To  be  a  citizen  of 
the  United  States  is  a  political  privilege  which  no  one  not  bom  to  can  aasiune  without 
its  oonaent  in  some  form.     (United  States  v.  Oabome,  ^  Bai-^ci^  AS^.^ 
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The  reoords  of  the  Wyandotte  Council  show  the  filing  of  a  petition 
r  divorce  by  Richard  W.  Clark  against  Cassandra  F.  Clark  based 
3on  desertion.  The  petition  sets  out,  after  the  usual  recitals  of 
ithful  conduct,  that  for  a  space  of  six  years  the  said  Cassandra  had 
iifully  refused  to  come  to  the  Wyandotte  Reservation  and  reside  with 
ititioner  and  had  abandoned  him.  That  he  had  not  during  that  time 
euined  matrimonial  relations  with  her  and  prayed  lor  a  decree  of 
vorce.  The  records  further  show  the  hearing  of  said  petition  and  the 
"anting  of  a  decree  of  divorce  by  the  Council.  It  is  proved  by  the 
lief  of  the  tribe,  the  secretary  of  the  Council  and  by  one  who  was  a 
ember  of  the  Council  when  said  decree  was  granted  that  the  proced- 
re  taken  was  in  all  ways  according  to  the  laws,  customs,  and  usages  of 
lat  Nation. 

By  a  law  of  the  Nation,  a  wife's  domicile  follows  her  husband's,  and 
>  was  known  by  the  Council,  it  is  admitted  by  the  contestants  herein, 
nd  the  petition  of  the  libellant  showed,  that  Cassandra  was  not  within 
lie  jurisdiction  of  the  Council. 

It  appears  by  competent  testimony  that  it  is  not  the  custom,  usage, 
r  law  of  the  Wyandotte  Nation,  to  notify  the  libellee  of  the  commence- 
aent  of  a  divorce  proceeding,  if  the  said  libellee  is  without  the  juris- 
liction  of  the  Council,  which  extends  only  to  the  geographical  limit  of 
he  Wyandotte  Nation,  the  doctrine  (or  fiction)  of  constructive  notice 
n  divorce  proceedings  not  being  accepted  by  the  Wyandotte  Nation. 

The  only  query  which  remains  to  be  answered  is,  as  to  whether  or 
Lot  notice  to  defendant  is  a  sine  qua  non  in  a  divorce  proceeding.  It 
rould  seem  by  the  decisions  quoted  in  this  opinion  that  in  the  absence 
»f  any  law,  custom,  or  usage  to  that  effect  such  notice  is  immaterial, 
[he  right  of  a  State  to  control  the  status  of  its  domiciled  subject 
s  absolute  and  it  is  accepted  as  sound  doctrine  that  the  lex  domicillii 
lovems  in  divorce  proceedings  the  same  as  the  lex  loci  governs  in  mar- 
iages.  Certain  it  is  that  it  is  impossible  to  apply  the  doctrine  laid  down 
a  the  case  of  Pennoyer  v.  Neff,  quoted  herein,  and  come  to  any  other 
3onclusion,  and  moreover,  the  whole  theory  of  legislative  divorces  con- 
irms  this  view.  In  Maynard  v.  Hill,  supra,  however,  the  question  is 
nrtually  met  face  to  face  and  the  conclusion  is  arrived  at  that — 

Having  jarisdiction  to  lef[:i8late  upon  the  status  of  the  husband,  he  being  a  resident 
»f  the  Territory  at  the  time,  the  validity  of  the  act  is  not  affected  by  the  fact  that  it 
was  passed  njwn  his  application  w^ithout  notice  to  or  knowledge  by  his  wife. 

It  being  concluded  under  the  evidence  herein  that  the  Wyandotte 
N^ation  was  a  distinct  political  community,  that  said  Clark  was  a  mem- 
ber of  and  owed  his  allegiance  to  that  Nation,  that  that  sovereignty 
bad  jurisdiction  over  him  at  the  time,  and  that  the  divorce  proceedings 
were  had  according  to  the  laws,  customs,  and  usages  of  that  people, 
the  validitjr  of  the  decree  can  not  be  questioned  on  \Xi^  ^toxmA  \}ckaX» 
r,  D. — VOL,  8 16 
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defendant  was  not  notified ;  it  waB  the  act  of  the  sovereignty  and  as 
snch  most  be  respected. 

It  is  admitted  that  the  treaty  of  1867  was  not  carried  out  in  some 
details  within  the  time  specified,  but  that  is  a  matter  of  slight  importance. 
The  treaty  was  made  with  the  intent  to  divest  them  of  the  rights  of 
citizenship,  to  restore  their  tribal  relations,  and  to  place  them,  as  far  as 
their  political  status  was  concerned  in  the  same  condition  as  they  were 
previous  to  the  treaty  of  1866. 

Mr.  Justice  Miller  states,  in  United  States  v.  Holladay,  supra,  that- 

• 

In  reference  to  all  matters  of  this  kind  it  is  the  rule  of  thisconrt  to  follow  the  action  of  : 
the  ezecntive  and  other  political  departments  of  the  Government  ivhoee  more  spedi]  i 
dnty  it  is  to  determine  snch  afiEairs.  If  hy  them  those  Indians  are  reoognized  as  a  tribe  ■ 
this  conrt  mnst  do  the  same.  i 

This  Department  has  recognized  that  the  object  of  the  treaty  of  1867 
has  been  accomplished,  and  it  must  regard  the  Wyandottes,  at  the  date 
of  the  divorce  decree,  under  the  Constitution,  treaties,  and  laws  of  the 
land,  as  interpreted  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  as  a 
domestic  dependent  nation  possessing  the  rights  which  belong  to  self- 
government;  a  separate  political  community,  whose  title  to  self  govern-  ' 
ment  (which  includes  its  domestic  relations)  has  always  been  respected 
and  upheld. 

I  can  but  believe  that  in  recognizing  the  validity  of  the  decree  of 
divorce  granted  by  the  Wyandotte  Council  I  am  following  a  settled 
principle  of  action  acquiesced  in,  and  declared  to  be  not  only  equitable 
and  just,  but  incumbent  under  the  Constitution,  treaties,  and  laws  of 
the  land.  Communis  error  facit  jus.  It  is  concluded  in  view  of  the 
foregoing,  that  the  decree  aforesaid  destroyed  the  marriage  statas 
between  said  Richard  W.  Clark  and  his  former  wife,  Cassandra,  and 
that  contestant  herein  is  not  the  legal  widow  of  said  soldier. 

The  action  appealed  from  is  affirmed. 


rsimbursement-fraud  or  mistake-wrthholdrng  pension. 

Mary  Chryst  (mother). 

1.  Recovery  of  pension,  when  paid  upon  an  erroneous  judgment  and  not  through  (nud 

or  mistake  of  fact,  is  without  authority  of  law  or  the  rules  of  practice,  as  interpreted 
by  the  opinion  of  the  Assistant  Attorney-General  (6  P.  D.,  297). 

2.  Pension  was  allowed  in  this  case  under  the  general  law,  upon  nn  erroneous  jndgment 

as  to  the  sufficiency  of  evidence  of  the  contributions  of  soldier,  and  when  additiooal 
evidence  was  filed  showing  that  no  contributions  had  been  made  the  pensioDer*^ 
name  was  dropped  from  the  rolls.  There  was  no  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  pensioner 
in  procuring  the  pension,  nor  mistake  of  fact  in  its  allowance,  but  there  was  failure 
to  ascertain  a  fact,  and  when  pension  was  allowed  to  her  under  act  of  June  27, 1H90, 
it  was  error  to  withhold  such  pension  to  reimburse  the  Government  for  the  amount 
paid  by  reason  of  the  former  erroneous  ^udgvuent.    Tbvxt  «hS&\\Qu  ^Q>\Ad  \^  Tcaciuded. 
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IsgisiafU   Secretary  John  M,   Reynolds  to    the    Commimoner    of   Pensions, 

August  10,  1896. 

Throngh  an  inquiry  as  to  the  law  and  rule  of  practice  in  relation  to 
eimbarsement  of  money  erroneously  paid  in  pension  cases,  my  atten- 
ion  has  been  called  to  the  action  of  the  Bureau  in  the  case  of  Mary 
Jhryst,  mother  of  Daniel  Chryst,  late  corporal  Ck)mpany  K,  Eleventh 
>hio  Cavalry  (Certificate  No.  205,224),  wherein  the  pension  allowed  her 
mder  act  of  June  27,  1890,  has  been  withheld  for  the  purpose  of  reim- 
>ur8iiig  the  Government  for  the  amount  paid  her  by  allowance  of  pen- 
non under  the  general  law. 
The  history  of  this  case  is  as  follows : 

The  claimant  filed  her  application  January  13,  1882.  Pension  was 
dlowed  March  26,  1884,  at  $8  per  month  from  date  of  filing  claim, 
rhis  rate  was  increased  to  $12  per  month  from  March  19,  1886,  under 
bhe  act  of  Congress  of  that  date.  Upon  information  furnished  by  George 
0.  Rowe,  son-in-law  of  the  pensioner,  a  special  investigation  was  held 
in  1887,  and  evidence  was  obtained  showing  that  the  mother  could  not 
have  been  dependent  on  the  soldier  for  support  at  the  time  of  his  death, 
because  he  had  left  home  several  years  before  the  war  and  had  never 
contributed  anything  to  her  support  during  his  absence,  or  until  his 
death.  On  the  basis  of  this  evidence  pensioner's  name  was  dropped 
from  the  rolls  from  March  3,  1887,  when  she  had  been  last  paid. 

Subsequently,  or  on  March  17, 1894,  she  filed  a  claim  for  pension  under 
act  of  June  27,  1890.  This  was  allowed  February  19,  1896,  but  it  was 
ordered  that  payment  thereon  be  suspended  until  the  Government 
should  be  reimbursed  for  the  amount  paid  on  the  pension  previously 
allowed  under  the  general  law,  namely,  $8  per  month  from  January  13, 
1882,  and  $12  per  month  from  March  19, 1886,  to  March  3, 1887,  or  about 
$540.  No  payment  of  the  pehsion  under  act  of  June  27,  1890,  has  been 
made. 

The  action  was  taken  under  authority  of  Ruling  No.  246  of  May  14, 
1892,  which  is  follows : 

Hie  Secretary  of  the  Interior  has,  under  date  of  May  3,  1892,  decided  that  whenever 
any  overpayment  of  pension  has  been  made  as  a  result  of  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  pen- 
sioner, or  of  a  mistake  of  fact,  whatever  pension  is  due  to  such  pensioner  shall  be  with- 
held until  the  &iid  improper  payment  shall  have  been  recovered. 

When  sach  a  pensioner's  name  is  to  remain  on  the  pension  rolls  under  any  act,  his 
pension  certificate  issued  pursuant  to  said  act  shall  be  reissued,  to  provide  for  the  recovery 
from  the  accruing  pension  of  such  improper  payment  or  payments. 

All  such  cases,  as  well  us  those  in  which  the  fraud  or  mistake  of  fact  terminates  the 
right  to  all  pension  shall  he  referred  to  the  Law  Division  for  consideration  of  the  ques- 
tion of  criminal  prosecution,  and  in  the  latter  class,  of  recovery  at  once  from  the  pen- 
sioner of  the  amount  of  such  improper  payment  or  payments. 

This  ruling  was  based  on  the  opinion  of  Assistant  Attorney-General 
Shieldsr^  dated  December  3,  1889,  which  was  appro\ei)L\>'5'HLO\i,5<^TL"^  . 
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Xoble.  Seeretaiy  of  the  Interior,  under  date  of  May  3, 1892.  And  ui 
this  ruling  the  only  question  to  be  considered,  in  cases  where  the  i 
priet y  of  securing  reimbursement  arises,  is  whether  there  has  been  fi 
on  the  part  of  the  pensioner  or  a  mistake  of  fact  in  the  allowance  oi 
pension. 

In  this  case  the  evidence  shows  the  following :  In  her  original 
laration  the  claimant  simply  alleged  that  she  was  in  part  dependei 
the  soldier  for  her  support.  She  did  not  in  this  or  any  other  paper,  i 
original  claim,  state  that  he  had  contributed  to  her  support  just  pre 
to  his  death,  or  aAer  he  left  his  home  just  prior  to  the  war.  On  the 
hand,  she  stated  in  an  affidavit  filed  in  October,  1883,  that  her  soi 
soldier,  enlisted  in  Ohio,  and  did  not  send  any  support  home,  but 
his  death  she  received  his  back  pay  and  bounty.  And  the  only^  evi< 
filed  as  to  soldier's  contributions  at  any  time  was  that  of  A.  S.  1 
and  Susan  A.  Ritz,  who  testified  that  the  soldier  bought  grocerie 
dry  goods  for  his  mother,  and  gave  her  his  wages  previous  to  the  ti 
his  enlistment  and  while  he  had  his  home  with  her.  No  dates 
given  in  this  testimony,  and  it  was  accepted  as  sufficient  to  show 
tributions  and  to  warrant  allowance  of  the  claim,  although  the  Bi 
had  been  put  on  notice  by  claimant's  statement  that  these  contribi 
were  previous  to  the  time  soldier  left  home  and  several  years  befo 
death. 

Thus  the  case  stood  when  the  pension  was  allowed.  I  fail  to  dis 
any  element  of  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  claimant,  or  any  mi^'stat€ 
of  fact  in  the  procurement  of  the  pension.  It  appears  rather  to 
been  a  misapplication  of  the  law  to  the  facts,  or  a  misjudgment 
the  sufficiency  of  the  evidence  on  the  subject  of  soldier's  cootribu 
It  was  not  discovered  that  any  error  of  judgment  had  been  comn 
until  1887,  when  the  son-in-law  of  claimant  furnished  the  inforn 
that  claimant  was  not  dependent  on  the  soldier,  because  he  had 
absent  several  years  before  his  death  and  had  never  contributed  t 
support. 

It  turned  out  in  the  special  examination  of  the  case  that  the  b 
became  of  age  about  1859.  He  left  home  about  that  time  or  a 
while  before,  and  went  to  Ohio.  He  enlisted  in  the  regular  arm}' 
uary  2,  1861,  at  Newport  Barracks,  Ky.,  served  three  years,  anc 
dis<?harged  January  16,  1864.  He  agaih  enlisted  February  19,  18 
Company  K,  Eleventh  Ohio  Cavalry,  and  served  till  his  death  a1 
Halleck,  D.  T.,  March  2, 1865.  There  is  no  definite  or  reliable  evi 
to  show  that  during  all  this  period  he  ever  contributed  to  the  su 
of  claimant  or  acknowledged  his  obligation  to  do  so.  One  or  tw 
nesses  stated  that  they  understood  he  had  sent  a  little  money  hon 
this  testimony  was  indefinite  and  not  based  on  personal  knowledg 
the  claimant  herself  admitted  that  he  made  no  such  contribu 
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l^be  witness  Mylin  testified  in  1889  that  soldier  had  worked  for  him 
t^^o  or  three  years  and  his  wages  had  been  paid  to  the  mother,  bnt  this 
'^as  several  years  before  the  war  and  before  the  soldier  was  of  age. 

It  was  shown  that  claimant,  through  poverty  and  the  failure  of 
lier  husband  by  reason  of  intemperance,  to  furnish  her  a  support,  was 
dependent  on  her  own  efforts  and  the  help  of  Jier  other  children,  of  whom 
'•here  were  several,  and  .who  worked  out  for  wages.  But  this  depend- 
ence was  not  relieved  by  the  soldier's  aid  after  he  left  home.  The  action 
of  dropping  pensioner's  name  from  the  rolls  was,  therefore,  justified,  and 
appears  to  have  been  acquiesced  in  by  her. 

There  is  no  question  but  the  money  received  by  the  pensioner  under 
this  original  certificate  was  erroneously  paid.  But  when  the  question 
of  recovering  the  amount  so  paid,  by  withholding  the  pension  un,der 
the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  is  considered,  I  do  not  find  that  the  same  was 
warranted  by  the  facts  or  the  decisions  in  similar  cases.  It  was  not 
charged,  nor  does  the  evidence  show  that  there  was  any  attempt  by 
claimant  to  perpetrate  a  fraud  in  seeking  this  pension.  Neither  was 
there  a  mistake  of  fact,  in  the  sense  that  term  is  used  in  the  opinion  of 
the  Assistant  Attorney-General.  At  first  blush  it  would  seem  that  the 
allowance  of  pension  on  the  basis  that  soldier  had  contributed  to  claim- 
ant's support,  when  it  was  afterwards  learned  that  this  was  not  true, 
was  a  mistake  of  fact,  but  properly  considered,  it  was  a  mere  failure  to 
ascertain  a  fact,  the  result  of  an  insufficiency  of  evidence  constituting 
an  error  of  judgment.  And,  as  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  Assistant 
Attorney-General,  already  referred  to,  "  there  is  no  provision  of  law 
which  gives  direct  authority  for  the  recovery  of  pension  paid  under  an 
OToneous  judgment,  or  interpretation  of  the  law."  The  extent  to  which 
action  may  be  taken  in  such  a  case  is  to  reduce  or  stop  a  pension  so 
allowed. 
Further  quotation  from  that  opinion  is  as  follows : 

lo  view  of  the  strictness  with  which  the  law  hedges  about  and  protects  x>®nsion  once 
allowed  and  paid  or  aecmed,  I  can  not  think  that  Congress  intended  by  implication  to 
give  the  Commiasioner  of  Pensions  or  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  under  his  supervisory 
powers,  the  authority  to  withhold  pension  money  to  o£tset  moneys  which  he  finds  to  have 
been  paid  out  as  pension  as  the  result  of  an  erroneous  j  udgment  on  tlie  evidence  in  any 
given  case.  Such  erroneous  judgment  having  been  rendered  by  an  officer  clothed  by  law 
with  authority  to  act,  and  having  jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter,  his  judgment  once 
made  and  executed  by  the  payment  of  the  pension  is,  in  the  absence  of  fraud  or  of  mis- 
f  ike,  so  far  conclusive  as  to  prevent  the  recovery  of  the  money  thus  jwiid  by  withholding 
accruing  pension.  The  Secretary  under  his  supervisory  authority  may  stop  or  change 
the  action  in  any  case  at  any  time  pending  adjudication  and  before  payment.  He  may 
review  such  case  and  correct  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  law  the  judgment  so  far  as  it 
affects  future  pension;  but  as  to  pension  money  paid  out  on  such  erroneous  judgment  he 
t-an  not,  under  the  law,  in  my  opinion,  seoure  reimbursement  to  the  Government  by 
withholding  accruing  pension. 

The  whole  qaeation  then  as  to  the  correctness  of  tii^  «uc\)\aii  \a[k«a  va. 
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withholding  this  pensioner's  allowance  under  act  of  Jane  27, 1890,  in 
order  to  recover  the  sum  paid  her  under  the  general  law,  hinges  on  the 
evidence  whether  the  first  pension  was  procured  through  fraud  or  mis- 
take or  was  paid  through  erroneous  judgment.  As  already  seen^itwas 
simply  through  an  erroneous  judgment  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  evidence 
for  which  the  pensioner  was  in  no  wise  responsible.  I  am  satisfied,  there- 
fore, that  the  action  of  the  Bureau  in  withholding  the  pension  underact 
of  June  27,  1890,  is  without  authority  of  law,  and  the  same  should  be 
rescinded. 

The  papers  are  returned  in  order  that  the  proper  steps  may  be  taken 
for  paying  the  pensioner  the  amount  thus  withheld. 


.  d 


rate  of  pension— act  march  8,  1896. 

Thomas  Lester. 

The  proviaion  in  the  act  of  March  2.  1895,  making  $6  per  month  the  minimiim  nte  of 
pension  does  not  apply  to  pensions  for  any  period  prior  to  its  passage. 

Assistant  Secretary  John   M.    Reynolda    to  the    Commissioner  of  PciMwni, 

August  22,  1896. 

The  claimant,  late  of  Company  G,  Third  United  States  Colored 
Troops,  filed  his  original  claim  for  pension  (No.  838,167)  on  April  12, 
1877,  alleging  for  pensionable  cause,  a  gunshot  wound  of  the  left  leg, 
incurred  while  in  the  military  service  and  line  of  duty.  The  claim 
was  not  finally  adjudicated  until  May,  1896.  In  the  meantime  he 
applied  for  and  was  granted  a  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27, 1890, 
at  the  rate  of  $8  per  month,  commencing  July  24,  1890. 

On  May  21, 1896,  a  certificate  was  issued  allowing  him  pension  under 
the  old  law,  on  account  of  injury  of  the  left  leg,  at  the  rate  of  $2  per 
month  commencing  from  August  26, 1865  (date  of  discharge),  and  end- 
ing July  23,  1890,  by  reason  of  the  allowance  of  the  pension  under  the 
act  of  June  27,  1890. 

An  appeal  was  filed  by  his  attorney  on  June  10,  1896,  the  contention 
of  which  is  not  very  clear,  but  seems  to  be  that  under  the  provisions  of 
the  act  of  Congress,  approved  March  2, 1895,  the  claimant  is  entitled  to 
receive  $6  per  month,  instead  of  $2  from  the  date  of  his  discharge. 

The  provision  in  the  law,  referred  to,  is  as  follows  : 

And  it  is  further  provided  f  That  from  and  after  the  passage  of  this  act  all  pensioners 
now  on  the  rolls,  >vho  are  pensioned  at  Ics>s  than  $()  per  month,  for  any  decree  of  pen- 
sionable disability,  shall  have  their  pensions  increased  to  $6  per  month  ;  and  that  here- 
after whenever  any  applicant  for  pension  wonld,  nnder  existing  rates,  be  entitled  to  less 
than  $6  for  any  single  disability,  or  several  combined  disabilities,  such  pensioner  shall 
be  rated  at  not  less  than  ^  per  month. 
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le  intent  of  this  enactment  obviously  was  to  make  $6  per  month 
ninimnm  rate  of  pension  from  and  after  its  passage.  It  was  not 
ided  to,  and  can  not,  by  any  reasonable  construction,  be  made  to 
t  rates  for  any  period  prior  to  its  passage.  In  rating  this  man's 
ion  from  1865  to  1890,  your  Bureau  was  properly  governed  by  the 
.  in  force  during  that  period, 
our  action  is  affirmed. 


practice— rule  4— power  of  attorney— evtdence. 

Valesius  S.  Murray. 

T  Rnle  4,  of  the  Rules  of  Practice  before  the  Commiasioner  of  Pensions,  the  power 
)f  attorney  is  not  valid,  unless  the  signature  of  the  claimant  is  attested  by  two 
»mpetent  witnesses,  neither  of  whom  is  the  attorney  claiming  the  right  of  attomey- 
ihip  under  said  power. 

itant   Secretary   John   M.    Reynolds    to    the    Commissioner   of   PensionSj 

August  29,  1896, 

I  answer  to  yonr  communication  of  May  1,  1896,  in  the  claim  of 
»ius  S.  Murray,  Company  B,  Seventy-fourth  Pennsylvania  Volun- 
Infantry,  No.  1,050,339,  as  to  whether  an  attestation  of  the  claim- 
j  signature  to  a  power  of  attorney  by  the  recipient  of  the  power, 
ts  the  requirements  of  Rule  4,  of  the  Rules  of  Practice,  before  the 
missioner  of  Pensions,  I  would  say,  that  in  my  opinion  said  rule 
Bmplates  an  attestation  to  the  signature  of  a  claimant  to  a  power 
tomey  only  of  persons  who  are  not  parties  thereto. 

this  case  the  claimant's  signature  to  the  power  of  attorney  is 
ited  by  the  attorney  seeking  recognition  thereunder,  and  the 
enticating  officer.  There  is  no  doubt,  that  under  a  statute  remov- 
bhe  common  law  disability  of  parties  as  witnesses,  a  party  to  an 
ument  may  subscribe  as  an  attesting  witness  to  the  execution  of 

instrument  by  other  parties  thereto.  For  he  would  thereby 
DQC  a  competent  witness  to  prove  the  signature  of  the  parties  to  the 
ument ;  and,  therefore,  the  object  of  the  law  in  requiring  an  instru-  * 
',  to  be  attested  would  be  fulfilled  by  a  party  signing  as  an  attesting 
3SS.  (Devlin  on  Deeds,  section  269.)  The  Department  did  not 
ire  that  a  power  of  attorney  be  executed  in  the  presence  of  two 
38868  for  the  sole  purpose  of  proving,  by  one  or  the  other  of  them, 
the  execution  of  said  power  was  the  act  of  the  claimant;  but  also 
the  agreement  between  the  attorney  and  the  claimant,  looking  to 
prosecution  of  the  latter's  claim  for  pension,  should  be  entered  into 
le  observance  of  a  formula,  a  part  of  which  is  the  attestation  by 
mtneBBea  of  the  act  of  the  claimant  making  t\ie  ixi&\x\3LiSi^ii\)\^^««^ 
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It  is  hardly  necessary  to  call  attention  to  the  fact  that  your  Bareao, 
in  the  adjudication  of  pension  claims,  as  to  the  capacity  and  identity  of 
attorneys  and  claimants,  relies  almost  wholly  upon  statements  con- 
tained in  instruments  of  evidence.  It  is  rarely  that  special  investiga- 
tion is  held  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  additional  evidence  on  then 
points.  Therefore,  there  is  attached  to  these  instruments  a  value  ind^ 
pendent  of  their  weight  as  evidence,  either  as  to  the  claimant's  pen- 
sionable right,  or  of  the  contract  existing  between  the  claimant  and  his 
attorney ;  namely,  as  a  means  of  satisfying  the  Bureau  that  claimants 
and  attorneys  are  the  persons  whom  they  represent  themselves.  This 
value  is  dependent  upon,  and  grows  out  of  the  fact  that  these  instru- 
ments are  executed  in  accordance  with  the  formula  prescribed  by  the 
rules  of  practice,  and  by  the  law,  governing  their  execution. 

I  am  convinced  that  Hule  4  contemplates  an  attestation  of  the  signa- 
ture of  a  claimant  to  the  power  of  attorney  by  persons  other  than  an 
attorney  taking  under  said  power ;  as  the  Bureau  is  thereby  better 
assured  of  the  genuineness  of  the  instruments,  and  also,  that  one  of 
the  avenues  of  fraud  is  closed. 

For  the  foregoing  reasons,  the  manner  of  executing  a  power  of  attor- 
ney, as  contained  in  Rule  4,  should  be  enforced  in  accordance  with  the 
construction  herein  placed  upon  said  rule. 

As  the  power  of  attorney  to  Mr.  Hastings  has  not  been  executed  in 
accordance  with  the  formula  prescribed  by  Eule  4,  of  the  Rules  of 
Practice,  it  confers  no  authority  upon  him  to  appear  in  the  claim  of  Mr. 
Murray  for  pension. 


9-    - 


appkai-.-practice-apl»i^ication. 
James  Quigo. 

\Vhere  claimant  relies  npon  an  act  of  Congress  pas8c*d  subsequent  to  the  action  of  y<rar 
Bureau  and  the  decision  of  this  Department  approving  said  action,  to  aecare  a 
reversal  of  said  action,  he  should  first  make  an  application  to  your  Bnrean,  and  a 
se(?ond  appeal  m  absence  of  such  application  can  not  be  entertained. 

AsHiHtant    Secretary   John   M.    Reynolds    to   the    Commissioner    of    Pciwwttf, 

August  29,  1896. 

Claimant  on  June  16,  189G,  appealed  from  the  action  of  your  Bureau 
of  August  9,  1893,  rejecting  her  claim  (No.  962,211)  for  widow's  pension 
on  the  ground  that  she  was  unable  to  prove  her  husband's  death. 

It  appears  that  a  former  appeal  had  been  taken  from  said  action  on 
August  29,  1893,  and  said  action  was  affirmed  by  this  Department  on 
June  16,  1894.  Claimant  contends,  in  substance,  that  said  action  is  no 
longer  tenable  in  view  of  the  act  of  Congress  approved  Moxch  13^  1896. 
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,€  said  contention  is  tenable  the  question  can  not  be  raised  by  a  sec- 

I    appeal,  but  the  application  should  first  be  made  to  your  Bureau 

1  your  action  thereon  obtained. 

X  is  proper,  inthis  connection,  to  call  your  attention  to  the  Depart- 

ntal  construction  of  said  act,  in  the  case  of  Marie  Sharpe,  decided 

ae  13,  1896  (8  P.  D.,  175). 

The  appeal  being  irregular,  for  the  reasons  above  stated,  is  dismissed. 


lave  marriage  in  tennessee-ratii-ncation-emancipatiox. 

Margaret  Gilbert  (widow). 

A  marriage  between  slaves,  celebrated  according  to  custom,  and  with  the  consent  of 
their  respective  owners,  has  always  In^en  held  a  valid  marriage  in  the  State  of  Ten- 
nessee, but  not  followed  by  all  the  legal  consequences  resulting  from  the  marriage  of 
white  persons. 

A  marriage  between  slaves,  which  has  been  ratified  after  the  parties  thereto  were 
emancipated,  becomes  a  valid  marriage  in  Tennessee,  and  is  lollowed  by  all  the 
legal  consequences  resulting  from  the  marriage  of  white  persons. 

A  slave  marriage  is  ratified  in  said  State  when  two,  who  were  formerly  slaves,  and 
who  contracted  a  marriage,  in  common-law  form,  or  one  celebrated  under  the  statute 
during  slavery,  continue  to  live  and  cohabit  together  as  husband  and  wife  after 
emancipation;  and  if  such  persons  were  living  together  in  that  i elation  on  the  26th 
day  of  May,  1H66,  they  are  made  husband  and  wife,  by  the  tilth  section  of  the  act 
of  the  legislature  of  that  State  passed  ou  that  date. 

A  subsequent  marriage  of  either  of  such  parties  while  the  other  is  living  and  not 
divorced  is  nul  and  void. 

Soldier  having  married  one  Betsey  Gilbert  with  the  consent  of  their  master  in  1856 
when  both  were  slaves,  and  having  lived  together  as  husband  and  wife  from  that 
time  to  1870,  claimant's  marriage  to  him  in  1871,  when  said  Betsey  was  still  alive  and 
not  divorced,  was  nul  and  void,  and  she  haa  no  status  as  his  widow. 

aidant    Secretary  John    M»   Reynolds   to    the    Commissioner    of  Pemdons, 

August  29,  1896, 

Appellant's  claim  for  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  as  the 
idow  of  Randall  Gilbert,  late  of  Company  K,  One  hundred  and  tenth 
aited  States  Colored  Infantry,  No.  450,776,  filed  September  27,  1890, 
IS  rejected  April  13,  1894,  on  the  ground  that  her  marriage  to  soldier 
liile  his  former  wife,  whom  he  married  while  in  slavery,  and  with  whom 
I  lived  and  cohabited  as  husband  and  wife  subsequent  to  their  eman- 
[)ation  was  still  living,  was  not  legal  under  the  laws  of  Tennessee. 
From  this  action  an  appeal  was  filed  May  21,  1896. 
It  appears  from  the  evidence  that  the  soldier  and  one  Betsey  Gilbert, 
ing  slaves  of  Curey  Gilbert,  were  married  about  the  year  1856  with 
e  consent  of  their  master ;  they  lived  together  as  husband  and  wife 
id  were  known  and  treated  by  their  acquaintances  ^^a  «mq^  m^  \ft  \}aft 
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war,  daring  the  war,  and  after  the  close  of  the  war  until  about  the  year 
1871,  when  he  deserted  her  and  married  this  claimant,  on  the  3d  day  of  » 
December,  1871.    He  died  in  June,  1872.  1 

The  soldier  and  Betsey  had  five  children,  and  during  the  war  he  hada 
finger  amputated  and  came  home  and  was  nursed  by  Betsey  until  be  recov- 
ered, and  she  went  to  sec  him  on  the  day  he  died.  He  was  discharged 
January  21, 1866,  and  came  home  to  his  slave  wife,  Betsey,  and  the  evi- 
dence shows,  lived  with  her,  and  they  raised  three  crops  thereafter  before 
he  married  the  claimant  Margaret. 

The  soldier  was  married  to  Margaret  by  a  minister  upon  a  license 
issued  by  proper  authority,  and  said  marriage  was  duly  recorded.  The 
former  owner  of  soldier  and  Betsey  states  that  they  were  married  on 
his  premises  and  with  his  consent.  The  first  wife,  Betsey,  is  still  liviog. 
and  never  having  been  divorced  from  soldier,  nor  remarried,  has  applied  | 
for  and  received  a  pension  on  account  of  his  death ,  Certificate  No.  395,615.  I 

The  question  involved  in  the  appeal  is,  whether  soldier's  marriage  to  t 
Margaret  was  legal,  in  view  of  his  former  slave  marriage  with  Bet«ey. 

On  the  26th  of  May,  1866,  the  legislature  of  Tennessee  passed  an  act 
the  fifth  section  of  which  provided  that — 

All  free  persons  of  color  who  were  living  together  as  hushand  and  wife  in  this  State, 
while  in  a  state  of  slavery,  are  hereby  declared  to  be  hnsband  and  wife,  and  their  chil-     ; 
dren  legitimately  entitled  to  an  inheritance  in  any  property  heretofore  acquired,  or  that     i 
may  be  hereafter  acquired  by  said  parents,  to  as  full  an  extent  as  white  children,  are 
entitled  under  existing  laws  of  the  State. 

Soldier  and  Betsey  were  living  together  as  husband  and  wife  in  said 
State  at  the  time  said  act  took  efiect,  and  continued  to  so  live  for  three 
years  thereafter. 

The  supreme  court  of  Tennessee  in  the  case  of  Andrews  v.  Page  (3 
Heisk.,  666),  at  the  October  special  term  in  1868,  held — 

That  a  marriage  between  slaves,  with  the  consent  of  their  owners,  whether  contracted 
in  common -law  form  or  celebrated  under  the  statute,  always  was  a  valid  marriage  in  this 
State,  and  that  the  issue  of  such  marriages  were  not  illegitimate. 

Further  on  the  court  said : 

We  do  not  hold  that  such  marriages  were  followed  by  all  the  legal  consequences  resnltr 
ing  from  the  marriage  of  white  persons.  From  the  very  nature  of  the  institution  d 
slavery  they  could  be  determined  at  the  will  of  the  owners,  and  the  laws  of  inheritance 
were  not  applicable  to  them  for  the  reason  that  slaves  could  not,  in  a  legal  sense,  become 
owners  of  property,  but  still  this  marriage  relation,  however  restricted,  might,  and  often 
did,  become  the  foundation  of  legal  and  equitable  rights  of  the  highest  importance. 

In  the  case  of  McKeynolds  v.  The  State  of  Tennessee  (5  Cold.,  20), 
the  plaintiff  in  error  while  a  slave  was  married  to  one  Eliza  Elder,  also 
a  slave.  The  marriage  rites  were  solemnized  by  a  colored  preacher,  it 
was  said,  by  the  consent  of  the  owners  of  the  slaves.  They  lived  together 
as  husband  and  wife  until  about  the  1st  of  January,  1867,  and  one 
child  was  bom  to  them.     On  the  17th  of  Jatvw^iT^ ,  l^^l  ,«aid  ^Vaiwtiff  in 
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or  procured  a  license  of  marriage  from  the  county  court  of  Montgomery 
inty,  Tenn.,  and  the  rites  of  marriage  were  solemnized  between  him 
1  one  Betsey  Edgerton,  a  free  woman  of  color.  He  was  indicted  for 
amy,  and  was,  at  the  January  term,  1868,  convicted  and  sentenced 
two  years  imprisonment  in  the  penitentiary,  from  which  sentence  he 
>ealed.  The  case  was  reversed  on  the  ground  of  an  erroneous  instruc- 
a  from  the  trial  judge,  the  supreme  court  holding  that  the  court  should 
ye  instructed  that — 

f  the  plaintiff  in  error  had  married  before  his  emancipation,  and  had  continued  to 
i  and  cohabit  with  his  wife,  he  had  married  while  in  a  state  of  slavery  after  their 
sdom,  it  was  a  legal  assent  and  ratification  of  the  marriage;  and  the  plaintiff  in  error 
ring  married  another  while  the  first  marriage  existed  was  gnilty. 

The  facts  in  the  case  cited  are  identical  with  those  in  the  case  under 
nsideration,  and  if  such  facts  are  sufficient  to  sustain  a  conviction  for 
gamy  on  a  second  marriage,  they  certainly  are  sufficient  to  nullify 
sumant's  marriage  to  the  soldier  on  account  of  whose  death  she  claims. 
Under  the  facts  shown  in  this  case,  and  the  decision  in  the  case  of 
ke  minors  of  Edward  Donaldson  (204  P.  L.  Bk.,  178),  decided  by  me 
one  6,  1896, 1  hold  that  appellant,  Margaret,  was  not  the  legal  wife, 
Qd  is  not  the  legal  widow  of  said  soldier. 
Year  action  is  accordingly  affirmed. 


practice— appealr-djcclaration. 

John  Dobbb. 

When  a  declaration  for  increase  is  filed  under  the  act  of  Jane  27,  1890,  on  account  of 
new  disabling  causes,  which  were  not  alleged  to  be  of  a  permanent  character,  and 
not  the  result  of  vicious  habits,  and  an  amended  declaration  to  correct  these  omis- 
sions is  called  for,  it  is  the  duty  of  claimant  or  his  attorney  to  furnish  it  without 
questioning  the  purpose  of  the  Commissioner  in  calling  for  the  same. 

Until  such  amended  declaration  shall  have  been  filed  and  the  claim  finally  adjudi- 
cated by  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  an  appeal  will  not  be  entertained. 

A  proper  declaration  is  essential  to  a  favorable  adjudication  of  a  claim. 

tidarU  Secretary  John    M.   Reynolds  to   tJie    Commissioner   of   Pensions, 

August  29,  1896. 

Fohn  Dobbs,  late  of  Company  K,  Fifth  California  Infantry,  being  a 
isioner  (Certificate  No.  852,851)  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  at 
)  per  month,  on  account  of  incapacity  for  earning  his  support  by 
aon  of  disability  from  injury  of  right  leg,  rheumatism  and  naso- 
ibryngeal  catarrh,  filed  his  application,  February  23, 1895,  for  increase 
the  maximum  rating,  $12  per  month,  alleging  that  by  reason  of  the 
isioned  causes^  and  iVi^cnse  of  lungs  and  heart,  he  ia  ^h-oUy  d\SQ^^lv- 
'  for  any  kind  of  manual  labor. 
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This  declaration  for  increase  failed  to  state  that  the  allied  disease 
of  lungs  and  heart  were  not  due  to  vicious  habits,  and  are  of  a  perma- 
nent character.  In  the  adjudication  of  the  claim  a  call  was  made, 
June  6,  1896,  for  an  amended  declaration  supplying  the  defects  men- 
tioned. Instead  of  filing  such  amended  declaration  the  attorney 
complained  of  the  delay  of  the  Bureau  in  considering  the  claim,  and  in 
making  the  call,  whereupon  said  call  was  returned  to  him  June  22, 
1896,  with  the  statement  that  it  was  correct,  and  no  further  action 
could  be  taken  in  the  absence  of  an  application  executed  as  therein 
required. 

The  attorney  under  date  of  July  1,  1896,  has  forwarded  this  corre- 
spondence to  the  Department,  with  an  appeal  in  the  following  words: 

If  the  intent  and  parpose  of  the  Ck>mmi88ioner  of  Pensions,  by  his  mling  in  thisctte, 
is  to  deprive  the  claimant  of  pension  from  February  23,  1895,  to  the  date  he  shall  filets 
amended  declaration,  I  appeal  from  his  action  as  contrary  to  the  letter  and  spirit  of  the 
act  of  Jane  27,  1890.  The  alleged  omission  in  the  declaration  now  on  file  does  not 
render  it  so  far  defective  as  to  bar  the  running  of  pension  from  date  of  filing. 

Under  this  appeal  there  is  but  one  question  for  me  to  consider,  at 
this  time,  and  that  is,  whether  the  attorney  or  claimant  should  comply 
with  the  requirements  of  your  call,  above  referred  to,  and,  in  deciding 
this  question  I  can  only  sustain  your  position.  What  may  be  your 
intention  as  regards  the  date  of  commencement  of  the  increased  rate  of 
pension,  can  not  be  a  proper  subject  of  consideration.  It  is  not  certain 
that  such  increased  rate  will  be  allowed,  and  if  it  should,  it  can  only  be 
supposed  that  you  will  comply  with  the  law,  and  the  established  rules 
and  regulations  for  the  adjudication  of  claims.  It  will  be  time  enough 
to  judge  of  the  intention  in  respect  of  this  matter  when  final  action 
shall  have  been  taken.  Then,  if  the  claimant  is  not  satisfied,  he  will 
have  the  right  of  appeal. 

It  is  sufficient  to  say  now  that  it  is  the  duty  of  the  attorney  to  comply 
with  your  calls  for  evidence  and  properly  executed  papers.     It  is  very 
certain  that  the  declaration  referred  to  in  your  call  can  not  be  accepted, 
in  its  present  shape,  and  that  the  amended  declaration  required  is 
absolutely  necessary  to  the  proper  consideration  of  the  claim.    The 
matter  here  in  controversy  has  been  fully  considered  and  determined 
in  my  recent  decision,  of  June  17,  1896,  in  the  case  of  James  J.  Durkee 
(8  P.  D.,  152).     I  have  no  information  as  to  the  cause  of  the  delay  in 
making  the  call  complained  of  by  the  attorney,  and  can  only  presume 
it  was  made  at  the  earliest  time  practicable  in  the  regular  course  of 
business,  and  consistent  with  the  proper  consideration  of  other  cases. 
It  seems  to  me,  too,  that  such  complaint  does  not  come  with  force  from 
an  attorney  who  is  supposed  to  understand  the  requirements  of  a  proper 
declaration,  and  yet  filed  an  improper  one. 

Your  call  in  this  case  for  an  amended  declaration  is  sustained  and 
be  appeal  is  dismissed. 
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i>£p£nd£nt  parent-act  junk  27,  1890-1>eath  cause. 

Chester  B.  Macumber  (father). 

To  entitle  a  dependent  parent  to  pension  uader  section  1  of  the  act  of  Jnne  27,  1890,  it 
must  be  shown  that  his  or  her  son's  death  was  the  result  of  woands,  injury,  casaalty, 
or  disease  incurred  in  the  service  and  line  of  daty. 

Assistant   Secretary  John   M,   Reynolds    to    the    Commissioner    of  Pensions^ 

August  29,  1896. 

Appellant,  as  dependent  father  of  Edwin  Macumber,  late  corporal, 
Coaipany  M,  Fourth  Regiment  Michigan  Volunteer  Cavalry,  March  16, 
1896,  filed  an  application  for  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  in 
which  he  alleged,  among  other  essential  averments,  that  his  age  is  84 
years.  That  his  said  son  enlisted  August  5, 1862,  in  said  company  and 
regiment,  served  more  than  ninety  days,  was  honorably  discharged 
January  17, 1863,  and  was  killed  on  a  railroad  about  September  12, 1875. 

May  13,  1896,  your  Bureau  rejected  his  claim  on  the  ground  that  the 
soldier's  death  from  an  accident  in  1875  was  not  a  result  of  his  military 
service. 

June  24,  1896,  an  appeal  was  filed  in  which  it  is  contended  that  it 
was  error  to  reject  this  claim,  as  the  soldier  was  at  the  time  of  the 
accident  suffering  from  disabilities  which  he  had  incurred  in  the  service, 
and  on  account  of  which  he  was  discharged,  etc. 

Tlie  records  of  the  War  Department  show  that  this  soldier  was  dis- 
charged on  surgeon's  certificate  of  disability  because  of  greatly  impaired 
health,  resulting  from  obstinate  constipation,  and  three  severe  attacks 
of  erysipelas. 

There  is  no  evidence  on  file  tending  to  show  that  the  soldier  ever  filed 
a  claim  for  pension;  and  the  testimony  of  appellant  clearly  shows  that 
his  son's  death  was  not  in  any  manner  due  to  his  military  service. 

Section  1  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  declares  as  follows; 

That  in  considering  the  pension  claims  of  dependent  parents,  the  fact  of  the  soldier's 
death  by  reason  of  any  wounds,  injury,  casualty,  or  disease  which,  under  the  conditions 
nod  limitations  of  existing  law  would  have  entitled  him  to  an  invalid  pension,  and  the 
fact  that  the  soldier  left  no  widow  or  minor  children  having  been  shown  as  required  by 
law,  it  shall  be  necessary  only  to  show  by  competent  and  sufficient  evidence  that  such 
parent  or  parents  are  without  other  present  means  of  support  than  their  own  manual 
labor  or  the  contributions  of  others  not  legally  bonnd  for  their  support:  Provided,  That 
all  pensions  allowed  to  dependent  parents  under  this  act  shall  commence  from  date  of 
filingof  the  application  hereunder,  and  shall  continue  no  longer  than  the  existence  of 
the  dependence. 

As  the  foregoing  section  clearly  requires  that  the  soldier's  death  must 
be  shown  to  have  resulted  from  "wound,  injury,  casualty,  or  disease," 
incurred  in  the  service  and  line  of  duty,  and  which  "would  have  entitled 
him  to  an  invalid  pension,"  the  action  of  your  bur^avi  t^^^q.\\\\.^  ^Vi'^ 
clAim  was  proper,  and  the  same  is  affirmed  accordvn^^. 
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DISL.OYAL.TY— SECTION  4710,  UEVISED  STATUTES,  AND  ACT 

JUNE  27,  1890. 

Aaron  T.  Bush. 

Yolimtary  services  in  the  Missouri  State  Giiards  from  July  to  Beoember,  1861,  tuder 
call  of  Governor  Jackson,  predudes  claimant  from  pension  under  the  act  of  Jqim 
27,  1890,  by  reason  of  the  provisions  of  section  4716,  Revised  Statutes. 

Assistant   Secretary   John    M,   Reynolds   to   the    Commissioner   of  Penney 

October  10,  1896. 

Glaimant,  late  of  Company  K,  Fifth  Provisional  Enrolled  Missoori  I 
Militia,  on  June  18,  1896,  appealed  from  the  action  of  your  Bureau  of  '^ 
April  3,  1896,  dropping  his  name  from  the  roll  as  a  pensioner  (Certi£-  j 
cate  No.  730,105)  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  on  account  of  sorice 
in  the  Confederate  army. 

The  contention  is  in  substance :  First,  insufficient  special  examina- 
tion, and  no  opportunity  to  cross  examine  adverse  witnesses;  second , 
that  claimant  never  served  in  the  Confederate  army,  and  was  not  dis- 
loyal to  the  United  States  Government ;  third,  that  by  reason  of  his 
service  in  Company  K,  Fifth  Provisional  Enrolled  Missouri  Militia,  from 
June  1  to  November  27,  1863,  when  he  was  honorably  discharged,  and 
having  contracted  pneumonia  in  said  service  resulting  in  permanent 
disability,  he  is  entitled  to  a  pension  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of 
March  3,  1877,  even  if  his  service  from  July  to  December  13,  1861,  la 
the  Missouri  State  Guards  under  a  call  of  Governor  Jackson,  then  gov- 
ernor of  the  State,  should  be  regarded  as  Confederate  service ;  fourth, 
that  as  his  name  was  not  put  upon  the  rolls  through  false  or  fraudulent 
testimony,  he  should  not  have  been  dropped  under  provisions  of  section 
4739,  Revised  Statutes,  and  act  of  June  21,  1879. 

Claimant  was  pensioned  in  1892  from  July  28,  1890,  under  the  act  of 
June  27, 1890,  by  reason  of  his  alleged  service  as  private  in  Company  K, 
Fifth  Regiment  Provisional  Enrolled  Missouri  Volunteer  Militia,  on 
account  of  disability  due  to  disease  of  rectum  and  stomach.  He  was 
dropped  from  the  roll  April  3,  1896,  as  the  result  of  a  special  examina- 
tion, after  due  notice,  as  provided  by  the  act  of  December  21,  1893. 

Claimant  testified  before  the  special  examiner  January  25,  1896,  that 
his  first  service  was  in  the  Missouri  State  Guard  from  July  to  December 
13, 1861,  in  answer  to  a  call  made  by  Governor  Jackson  for  troops;  that 
Governor  Jackson  turned  out  to  be  a  rebel  and  claimant  followed  him 
no  further;  that  he  did  not  know  whether  that  service  was  put  downa£ 
Confederate  service,  but  knew  they  were  asked  after  his  time  was  out 
to  join  the  Confederate  service,  and  he  quit  them ;  that  General  Rainf 
was  his  general,  and  he  thinks  "Comhom  "  or  "Cohom"  was  his  brigade 
'M)mmander;  that  his  organization  was  known  a&  Capt.  D«  P.  Stanef 
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company,  Colonel  McLawen's  battalion,  Second  Brigade,  Missouri  State 
Ouards ;  that  if  it  was  a  Confederate  service  he  did  not  intend  it  as 
such,  and  that  General  Price  was  with  them  once  bat  does  not  know 
vrhether  he  was  their  general  or  not. 

Gov.  Claiborne  F.  Jackson  and  his  major  general,  Ex-Gov.  Sterling 
Price,  were  in  arms  against  the  United  States  Government,  and  in  the 
language  of  section  4716,  Revised  Statutes,  were  "  voluntarily  engaged 
in  aiding  and  abetting  the  late  rebellion  against  the  authority  of  the 
United  States,"  at  least  as  early  as  June  12, 1861,  at  which  date  Claiborne 
F.  Jackson,  then  governor  of  Missouri,  issued  his  proclamation  calling 
into  service  50,000  of  the  State  militia  for  the  alleged  purpose  of  "repel- 
ling invasion."    As  the  alleged  invasion  at  that  time  consisted  in  the 
effort  of  the  United  States  Government  to  enforce  the  laws  and  repress 
treason,  it  was  not  only  evident  at  the  time  of  the  call  that  opposition 
to  United  States  authority  was  intended,  but  such  proved  to  have  been 
the  result  of  the  service  of  the  State  troops  who  served  under  Jackson 
and  Price. 

On  July  30,  1861,  Governor  Jackson  was  deposed  by  the  loyal  men 
of  his  State,  and  Hamilton  E.  Gamble  was  appointed  as  provisional 
governor  in  his  stead.     On  June  18,  1861,  both  Jackson  and  Price,  and 
their  armed  forces  of  State  troops,  were  retreating  from  Booneville,  Mo., 
before  the  armed  forces  of  the  United  States  under  command  of  General 
Lyon,  and  on  the  same  day  Jackson  himself  led  an  attack  at  Cole  Camp, 
Mo.,  resulting  in  a  loss  of  a  number  of  Federal  soldiers.     On  July  6, 
1861,  Jackson  and  General  B*ains  with  a  large  force  of  State  troops 
engaged  in  battle  with  General,  then  Colonel  Sigel,  near  Carthage,  Mo. 
Armed  conflict  between  a  small  force  of  Union  Home  Guards  and  Gov- 
ernor Jackson's  State  Militia  occurred  on  July  18,  1861,  near  Harrison- 
ville.  Mo.     On  August  10,  1861,  occurred  the  battle  of  Wilson's  Creek, 
and  on  the  15th  of  the  same  month  the  deposed  governor  issued  his 
proclamation  at  New  Madrid,  Mo.,  declaring  the  union  between  the 
State  of  Missouri  and  the  other  States  of  the  Union  dissolved,  and  that 
Uissouri  was  an  independent  State.    On  August  30, 1861,  the  State  of 
tfissoori  was,  by  proclamation  of  General  Fremont,  then  commanding 
the  Department  of  the  West,  declared  to  be  under  martial  law.     On 
September  4,  1861,  occurred  the  skirmish  at  Shelbina,  Mo.,  and  from 
the  12th  to  the  20th  of  the  same  month  Jackson  and  Price  in  command 
of  a  large  force,  estimated  at  15,000  to  20,000  men,  attacked  Col. 
James  Mulligan  at  Lexington,  Mo.     On  September  13, 1861,  an  engage- 
ment between  Jackson's  State  Militia  and  the  Union  Home  Guards  was 
fought  near  Booneville,  Mo.,  and  on  tho  17th  engagements  took  place  at 
Blue  Mills  and  Marratstown^  Mo.    On  October  15,  1861,  the  battle  of 
Big  River  Bridge,  Mo.,  was  fought,  and  Lexington,  Mo.,  was  recaptured, 
together  with  the  garrison  left  in  charge  by  Pnc^.    On  >3ti'^  ^»»\afe  ^«:^ 
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occurred  the  battle  of  Pilot  Knob,  Mo.,  and  on  the  next  day  wsub  fought 
the  battle  of  Lynn  Creek,  followed  on  the  19th  by  the  fight  at  Big 
Hurricane  Creek,  Camden  County,  Mo.  On  October  21,  the  fight  at 
Fredericktown,  Mo.,  occurred,  and  another  fight  at  Springfield,  Mo.. 
occurred  on  the  24th.  Capture  of  those  in  arms  against  the  Govern- 
ment was  made  on  October  26,  at  .Fulton,  Mo.,  and  at  Houston,  Mo., 
and  General  Grant  fought  the  battle  of  Belmont,  Mo.,  on  November?. 
On  November  17,  1861,  skirmishes  occurred  at  Pleasant  Hill  and 
Palmyra,  Mo.;  on  the  18th  at  Nuremburg,  on  the  24th  at  Lancaster, 
Mo.,  and  on  November  29,  the  fight  at  Blackwalnut  Creek,  Mo.,  took 
place.  On  November  30,  Price  issued  his  proclamation  calling  for 
50,000  more  volunteers  from  the  State  of  Missouri  to  aid  him  in  keeping  . 
that  State  in  the  Southern  Confederacy.  I  ' 

On  December  3, 1861,  occurred  the  fight  at  Salem,  Kent  County,  Mo.,  '^ 
and  a  band  of  guerrillas  were  captured  by  Merriirs  Union  Cavalry  near  |- 
Glasgow,  Mo.,  December  7,  1861,  and  on  the  11th  of  December,  1861, 
a  skirmish  occurred  at  Bertrand,  Mo. 

The  foregoing  are  some  of  the  more  important  armed  confiicts  that 
occurred  between  the  forces  of  Governor  Jackson  and  Price,  and  the 
Federal  forces,  during  the  claimant's  term  of  service  in  the  State  Militia, 
called  into  service  by  General  Jackson,  and  such  service  comes  clearly 
within  the  prohibition  of  section  4716,  Revised  Statutes. 

This  section  is  applicable  to  thfe  act  of  June  27,  1890,  as  was  held  in 
the  case  of  Job  White  (7  P.  D.,  312).  The  act  of  June  27,  1890,  is  but 
a  part  of  the  pension  code  of  laws  and  is  to  be  construed  with  existing 
laws  in  pari  materia,  as  was  held  in  the  case  of  Sarah  II.  Ozborn 
(ibid.,  317). 

I  am  therefore  of  the  opinion  that  the  action  appealed  from  was  not 
error  and  the  same  is  acc»ordingly  affirmed. 

The  question  as  to  whether  claimant  is  or  is  not  entitled  to  a  pension 
uoder  his  old  law  claim  is  not  involved  in  this  appeal,  and  is,  therefore, 
not  passed  upon. 


i 


service— exli8tment-rk.jected  uecruit. 
Minors  of  William  D.  Pickens. 

The  War  Department  reports  that  soldier,  a  private  recruit  of  Company  L,  Second  New 
York  Heavy  Artillery,  was  enrolled  December  14,  1863,  in  Warren  Coanty,  K.  Y., 
for  three  years,  and  was  reported  on  roll  for  January  and  February,  1864,  present 
sick,  and  that  he  was  rejected  by  a  Board  of  Examination,  and  discharged  by 
order  Major-General  Anper,  commanding  the  Department  of  Washington,  March 
25,  1864,  on  a  surgeon's  certificate  of  disability  on  account  of  incipient  phthisis. 

ffeld:  That  a  prima  facie  case  of  onlistment  and  service  has  been  (^tahlished.  and  that 
his  claim  should  be  opcMied  and  further  evidence  taken  to  determine  the  true  status 
of  soldier  and  his  company. 
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nstant   Secretary   John    M.  Reynolds   to    the    Commissioner    of  Pensions, 

September  5,  1896. 

Charles  D.  Townsend,  as  guardian  of  the  minors  of  William  D. 
ckens,  filed  his  application  (No.  294,250j  under  the  general  law  on 
ne  28,  1882.  Same  was  rejected  October  27,  1895,  the  files  showing 
B  rejection  to  be — 

F'or  the  reason  that  the  soldier's  fatal  disease,  coDSumption,  was  not  contracted  in 
Tice  and  line  of  doty,  he  having  been  a  rejected  recmit  becanse  of  incipient  phthisis. 

An  appeal  is  filed  October  28, 1895,  raising  several  issues,  all  of  which 

e,  however,  collateral  to  one  question,  viz,  whether  or  not  soldier 

as  snch  a  one  as  is  included  in  the  first  paragraph  of  section  4693, 

evised  Statutes,  and  this  will  be  the  only  issue  discussed.     The  attorney 

irein  maintains  the  affirmative. 

A  pensionable  status  under  the  general  law  is  bestowed  by  Congress 

[>on — 

Any  enlisted  man,  however  employed,  in  the  military  or  naval  service  of  the  United 
aies,  or  in  its  marine  corps,  whether  regularly  mastered  or  not,  disabled  by  reason  of 
ty  wound  or  injnry  received,  or  disease  contracted  while  in  the  service  of  the  United 
lates  and  in  the  line  of  duty. 

It  is  evident,  by  the  language  oi  the  rejection,  that  you  hold  the  first 
ondition  precedent,  viz,  that  the  alleged  soldier  was  an  enlisted  man 
11  the  service  of  the  United  States,  has  not  been  proved,  basing  your 
toldings  upon  recitals  in  the  record.  It  is  important  that  it  be  noted 
rhere  and  when  this  record  was  made  and  its  relation  to  other  parts 
►f  the  record. 

The  War  Department  states : 

William  D.  Pickens,  a  private  recmit  of  Company  L,  Second  Regiment  New  York 
favy  Artillery  Yolnnteers,  was  enrolled  on  the  14th  day  of  December,  1863,  at 
iTarren,  N.  Y.,  for  three  years,  and  is  reported  on  roll  for  January  and  February,  1864, 
resent  sick.  March  and  April,  1864,  rejected  by  a  board  of  examination,  and  dis- 
barged  1864.  Certificate  of  disability  shows  him  discharged  at  Fort  Corcoran,  Ya., 
[aroh  25,  1864. 

A  regular  certificate  of  disability  for  discharge  is  on  file,  which  is  in 
be  usual  printed  style,  and  states  that — 

Recmit  William  D.  Pickens,  of  Captain  J.  M.  Hulser's  Company  L,  Second  Kegi- 
ent  of  New  York  Artillery,  was  enlisted  by  J.  W.  Hulser,  for  the  Twentieth  C.  D.  of 
.  Y.,  by  the  Government  at  Warren,  State  of  New  York,  on  the  14th  day  of  December, 
)63,  to  serve  three  years. 

Then  follows  his  personal  description.  A  red  ink  line  is  drawn 
irough  the  words — 

Daring  the  last  two  months  said  soldier  has  been  unfit  for  duty  —  days. 

After  which  follows  the  sentence — 
Recrait  rejected  by  a  board  of  examination. 
P.  J>. — VOL.  8 17 
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It  is  signed  by  James  M.  Hulser,  Captain  Second  New  York  Artil- 
lery, commanding  Ck)mpany  L,  and  the  surgeon  of  said  regiment  adds 
the  usual  certificate,  stating  that  soldier  is  incapable  of  performing  the 
duties  of  a  soldier  because  of  ^^  incipient  phthisis."  The  alleged  sol- 
dier's disoharge  is  on  file  in  the  case,  reciting  the  same  facts  as  to 
enlistment  as  above.  It  is  noted  that  this  discharge  refers  to  him  as 
"  Recruit  William  D.  Pickens,"  and  in  the  latter  part  of  the  document, 
containing  his  personal  description,  the  word  private,  that  was  evi- 
dently written  before  his  name,  has  been  scratched  out.  By  stamp 
upon  the  back  of  his  certificate  his  discharge  is  shown  to  have  been 
ordered  by  Major-General  C.  C.  Auger,  Headquarters  Department  of 
Washington,  Twenty-second  Army  Corps.  This  certificate  also  shows 
that  the  Government  furnished  him  transportation  to  New  York  State. 
The  foregoing  is  the  record  in  the  case.  The  only  other  evidence  of 
value  upon  the  point  at  issue  is  the  testimony  of  A.  D.  Doubleday,  late 
second  lieutenant  of  Company  L,  Second  New  York  Heavy  Artillery, 
who  states  that  he  knew  him  well,  and  that  said  Pickens  was  at  Fort 
Corcoran,  Va.,  in  the  spring  of  1864,  and  that  Pickens  had  a  bad 
cough,  and  that  he  thinks  he  was  examined  by  a  board  of  surgeons  and 
discharged  for  disability  before  going  to  the  front  in  1864. 

There  is  something  peculiar,  if  not  suggestive,  in  the  fact  that  the 
alleged  soldier  is  so  often  referred  to  in  the  record  as  a  recruit.    He  is 
a  "  private  recruit  *'  in  one  place,  a  '*  recruit "  in  another,  and  simply 
"William   D.  Pickens"  in   another,  with   an   omission  of  the  word 
private.     I  do  not  think  it  reasonable  to  believe  that  this  was  done 
without  some  motive.     It  certainly  warrants  the  conjecture  that  those 
in  authority,  whose  duty  it  was  to  make  the  record,  viewed  him  in 
some  irregular    way;    but,   upon    mature  deliberation,   while  I  am 
convinced  that  this  fact,  as  the  case  now  stands,  must  not  militate,  in 
any  appreciable  degree,  against  the  claim,  yet  explanation  should  be 
sought.     I  have  made  a  careful  search  of  the  decisions,  but  fail  to  find 
any  indicia  that  the  word  recruit  carries  with  it  any  special  significance 
relating  to  a  pensionable  status.     It  appears  to  be  used,  both  in  com- 
mon parlance  and  in  military  works,  as  a   designation  of  a  newly 
fledged  soldier,  referring  to  one  who  has  but  recently  taken  up  the 
profession  of  arms.     Soldiers  often  refer  to  each  other  in  their  affidavits 


He  was  a  new  roorait.     I  remember  soldier  as  being  a  raw  recruit,  etc. 

The  records  not  infrequently  refer  to  a  soldier,  at  some  special  time, 
as  "an  unassigned  recruit.''  Webster's  definition  throws  but  little 
light  upon  the  subject,  for  it  is  evident  that  the  common  acceptation  oi 
the  word  is  broader  than  that  given  in  the  dictionary.  I  conclude 
therefore,  that  before  the  aforesaid  fact  is  allowed  to  sustain  an  impor- 
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iant  relation  in  the  rejection  of  the  claim,  any  special  significance 
supposed  to  attach  to  the  word  recruit  must  be  shown. 

It  has  been  held  that  enlistment  is  a  contract  between  the  individual 
and  the  government,  which  is  to  be  determined  by  the  ordinary  rules 
of  law  that  govern  mixed  contracts  in  general.  A  reference  to  the 
cases  of  Cornelius  Warren,  decided  by  Assistant  Secretary  Hawkins 
(2P.  D.,  278),  and  Randolph  M.  Manley  (5  P.  D.,  295),  decided  by 
Assistant  Secretary  Bussey,  give  an  intelligent  synopsis  upon  the  point. 
In  the  case  at  bar  we  do  not  take  the  man's  word  for  his  enlistment 
and  service.  The  War  Department  says  that  he  enlisted  and  was 
enrolled,  but  perhaps  stronger  proof  that  he  was  an  enlisted  man  in 
the  full  meaning  of  the  word  is  that  he  was  given  a  regular  certificate 
of  disability  for  discharge ;  and  further  and  stronger  yet,  that  he  was 
discharged  under  the  now  IV  Article  of  War,  by  virtue  of  which  a 
commanding  officer  may  rescind  or  discontinue  the  enlistment  contract. 
(1  Mil.  Law,  Winthrop,  page  777.)  It  was  shown  that  he  was  at  an 
important  army  post.  Fort  Corcoran,  Va.,  and  the  indorsement  upon 
the  back  of  his  certificate  of  disability  for  discharge  shows  that  he 
received  clothing  on  account  of  the  United  States.  This  fact  alone, 
according  to  Mr.  Winthrop  (1  Mil.  Law,  774),  is  enough  to  show,  prima 
facie,  that  he  had  entered  into  the  contract  of  enlistment.  Further, 
the  indorsement  upon  the  front  of  his  discharge  certificate  shows  that 
the  United  States  furnished  him  transportation,  and  as  has  been  said,  he 
has  been  shown  to  have  been  regularly  discharged  as  a  soldier  by  the 
command  of  Major-General  C.  C.  Auger  at  headquarters.  Department  of 
Washington,  Twenty-second  Army  Corps.  Your  evident  holding  that 
he  was  rejected  before  the  contract  of  enlistment  was  ratified  oy  the 
Government  I  do  not  believe  is  warranted  by  the  record  as  it  now 
appears.  Taken  in  connection  with  Doubleday's  evidence,  there  is 
reason  to  believe  that  at  some  examination  held  preparatory  to  sending 
the  soldier  to  the  front  he  was  found  to  be  disabled,  and  accordingly 
discharged. 

I  do  not  attempt  to  decide  absolutely  this  man's  status,  but  I  hold 
that,  upon  the  evidence  now  on  file,  your  rejection  of  the  claim  for 
reasons  stated  is  error. 

Claimant's  case,  however,  may  be  overthrown  if  it  can  be  shown  by 
the  records  of  the  War  Department,  or  by  parol  evidence,  even,  that 
the  term  of  service  was  but  probation al,  and  that  before  the  Govern- 
ment accepted  that  service  he  was  rejected  on  account  of  physical 
disability.  If  it  shall  be  shown  that  the  Government  did  accept  his 
service,  but  that  thereafter,  no  matter  in  how  short  a  time,  he  was 
discharged  for  disability  not  incurred  prior  to  enlistment,  he  will 
nevertheless  have  a  pensionable  status.  There  are  some  indications 
that  he  may  have  been  a  member  of  a  State  coTam^ai^,  X^TK^ot^x^^ 
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stationed  at  a  national  post,  bat  not  yet  accepted  by  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment. Whether  or  not  this  be  a  fact  can  doubtless  be  shown  by  the 
War  Department  records. 

Your  action  herein  is  reversed,  and  you  will  reopen  the  case  and 
take  further  means  to  discover  the  status  of  William  D.  Pickens  by 
record,  or  parol  evidence,  as  outlined  in  the  foregoing  opinion. 


ATTORNEYSIIIP-POTVER  OF  ATTORNEY— EVIDENCE, 

Smith  &  T alley  (attorneys). 
Joseph  S.  Conklin  (claimant). 

1.  Evidence  is  admissible  to  show  that  what  parports  to  be  an  agreement  has  in  truth 

never  become  snch. 

2.  Claimant  executed  a  declaration  on  a  blank  containing  a  power  of  attorney  to  appel- 

lants, not  intending  to  appoint  them  attorneys  to  prosecute  the  claim,  bnt  by 
oversight  omitted  to  erase  the  clause  referring  to  said  attorneys,  filed  the  same  and 
prosecuted  the  claim  in  person,  appellants  having  no  record  of  the  case. 
Held:  Appellants  were  never  authorized  to  appear  as  attorneys  and  have  no  title  to  a  fee. 

Assistant   Secretary  John   M,    Reynolds    to    the    Commissioner    of  PendoM, 

September  5,  1896, 

Smith  &  Talley,  of  Kansas  City,  Mo.,  Aa<^ust  8,  1896,  appealed  io 
the  matter  of  fee  on  the  issue  of  July  6,  1891,  in  the  claim  under  the 
act  of  June  27, 1890,  of  Joseph  S.  Conklin  (Certificate  No.  615,806),  late 
of  Company  K,  One  hundred  and  thirty-sixth  Ohio  Volunteers. 

The  original  declaration  was  filed  July  4,  1890.  In  it  is  recited  that 
appellants  are  appointed  attorneys  to  prosecute  the  claim.  On  said 
issue  they  were  denied  a  fee,  hence  this  appeal. 

An  indorsement,  in  print,  on  the  declaration  shows  that  it  was  filed 
by  the  appellants.  The  evidence  was  filed  by  the  claimant.  An  order 
for  medical  examination,  February  25,  1891,  was  mailed  to  appellants. 
Under  date  of  March  2,  1891,  they  addressed  a  letter  to  the  Bureau 
stating  that  they  had  no  record  of  the  case  and  asking  for  data  upon 
which  to  trace  it.  The  claimant,  March  16,  1891,  returned  the  order, 
and  with  it  a  letter  in  which  he  stated  that  his  application  was  made 
on  one  of  the  appellants'  blanks,  and  that  ^*the  clause  in  reference  to 
attorney  was  by  an  oversight  not  erased,  as  it  was  intended  to  be."  In 
this  letter  he  requested  that  no  attorney  be  recognized. 

The  question  is  whether  the  appellants  were  authorized  to  appear  in 
this  case.  They  rely  upon  the  power  of  attorney  contained  in  the 
declaration.  While  oral  evidence  is  not  admissible  to  vary  or  control 
the  terms  of  a  written  instrument  in  suits  between  parties  and  privies 
to  said  instrument  such  evidence  is  always  admissible  when  introduced 
to  show  "that  what  purports  to  be  an  agreemeut  haa  in  truth  never 
ecome  so,  ^^    (Wharton  on  Evidence,  p.  ^^1  .^ 
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In  passing  upon  the  question,  the  Bureau  was  justified  in  taking  into 
QODsideration  the  acts  of  the  appellants  and  the  claimant  in  the  proceed- 
ings and  their  conduct  in  the  prosecution  of  the  claim,  as  well  as  their 
statements,  in  determining  the  question  at  issue.  I  am  of  the  opinion 
that  this  should  be  the  rule  for  the  reason  that  the  Bureau  is  the 
tribunal  in  which  the  powers  of  the  agency  created  were  to  be  exercised. 

If  an  attorney  has  taken  any  steps  in  the  prosecution  of  a  claim,  that 
fact  can  readily  be  ascertained  from  the  papers  in  the  case,  and  it  is  a 
material  one  in  determining  whether  the  attorney  has  acted  pursuant 
to  a  power,  where  his  attorneyship  is  denied  by  the  claimant  under  the 
circumstances  arising  in  a  case  like  the  one  at  bar. 

Although  the  declaration  is  indorsed  as  filed  by  the  appellant,  there 
is  evidence  in  the  case  showing  that  it  was  not  filed  by  them  and  that 
they  never  had  any  knowledge  of  the  claim  until  informed  by  the 
Bureau.  This  evidence  consists  of  a  letter  written  by  the  claimant 
dated  at  Keota,  Iowa,  July  31,  1890,  addressed  to  the  Commissioner  of 
Pensions,  in  which  he  stated  as  follows: 

Please  find  original  application  for  invalid  pension  of  Joseph  S.  Conklin. 

Also  of  the  letters  of  the  appellants  admitting  that  they  had  no  record 
of  the  claim  nor  any  knowledge  of  the  claimant  or  his  whereabouts. 

This  evidence  is  amply  sufficient  for  correcting  the  record  to  show 
that  the  declaration  was  filed  by  the  claimant.  With  the  record  so 
amended  it  would  not  appear  that  appellants  performed  any  material 
service;  and,  therefore,  admitting  that  the  power  of  attorney  to  them 
was  valid,  they  would  not  be  entitled  to  a  fee. 

But  on  a  review  of  all  the  evidence,  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  it  is 
safficient  to  show  that  no  agreement  was  ever  entered  into  between  the 
claimant  and  appellants  for  the  prosecution  of  this  case,  by  the  latter, 
and  that  there  is  no  proper  evidence  of  any  power  of  attorney  to  them 
firom  the  claimant  on  file  in  this  case.  As  the  appellants  were  denied 
a  fee  for  this  reason,  the  action  of  the  Bureau  is  affirmed. 


FEE. 


Marvin  H.  Sackett  (claimant). 
Fbank  H.  Stevens  (ATTORNEy). 

A  fee  will  not  be  allowed  for  secaring  a  new  or  a  duplicate  pension  certificate. 

Assigtant   Secretary   John    M,    Reynolds    to    the   Commissioner    of  Pensions, 

September  J,  1896, 

Frank  H.  Stevens,  of  Washington,  D.  C,  August  8,  1896,  appealed 
in  the  matter  of  fee  on  the  issue  of  May  7, 189G,  in  ttvtb  cX^\tcl  VS^^tMy^- 
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cate  No.  408,033)  of  Marvin  H.  Backett,  late  of  Compatiy  1,  Twelffii 
Connecticut  Volunteers.  January  14, 1896,  the  pensioner  filed  an  appli- 
cation for  a  duplicate  certificate,  alleging  that  the  original  one  had  been 
lost,  in  which  he  appointed  the  appellant  attorney.  Some  evideooe 
also  accompanied  the  application  and  was  apparently  filed  by  appellant 

On  May  7,  1896,  a  new  certificate  was  issued. 

In  the  case  of  John  Hynes  (Certificate  No.  72,981),  decided  Septem- 
ber 12,  1871  (Letter  Book  8,  page  280,  old  series),  the  Department 
held  that  no  fee  should  be  allowed  for  obtaining  a  new  or  duplicate 
pension  certificate,  as  there  is  no  provision  therefor ;  that — 

In  most  cases  of  this  character  the  correspondence  necessary  for  the  iasne  of  a  new 
certificate  is  carried  on  hy  the  Pension  Office  with  the  claimant  himself,  the  aidof  ao 
attorney  not  being  reqnired. 

The  rule  is  that,  generally,  where  a  fund  accrues  in  the  claim  proee- 
cuted  from  which  a  fee  can  be  paid,  a  fee  should  be  allowed.  Applica- 
tions for  a  new  or  duplicate  certificate  do  not  involve  the  title  or  right 
to  pension  or  increase  thereof,  and  no  fund  can  accrue. 

The  rule  laid  down  in  the  decision  cited  still  meets  with  the  appro- 
bation of  the  Department.  As  a  fee  was  denied  upon  the  ground 
indicated,  the  action  of  your  Bureau  is  affirmed. 


commencement  op  pension-practice— lost  declaration. 

Alexander  Beanstick. 

Where  a  declaration  was  filed,  given  a  namber,  and  a  medical  examination  therennder 
was  had  showing  the  existence,  in  a  pensionable  degree,  of  the  disability  alleged, 
and  snch  declaration  was  lost,  a  new  one  called  for  and  famished,  the  pensioD, 
when  granted,  should  commence  from  the  date  of  filing  the  original  declaration. 

Assistant   Secretary   John   M.    Reynolds    to    the    Commissioner    of  Pention$y 

September  5,  1896. 

It  appears  from  the  papers  in  this  case  (Certificate  No.  903,886)  that 
the  above-named  claimant  filed  a  declaration  for  pension  on  November 
11,  1890,  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  in  which  he 
alleged  rheumatism  as  a  disabling  cause. 

Said  declaration  was  given  a  number,  a  record  of  the  same  was 
made,  evidence  was  called  for  and  supplied,  and  a  medical  examination 
was  had  thereunder  on  July  8,  1891. 

The  papers  further  show  that  on  January  12,  1895,  claimant  was 
informed  through  his  attorney  that  said  declaration  had  been  lost  or 
mislaid,  and  it  was  necessary  to  file  another  declaration. 

Accordingly  another  declaration  was  filed  March  18,  1895,  the  claim: 
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allowed  in  February,  1896,  and  pension  was  made  to  commence 
om  the  date  of  filing  the  last  declaration. 

From  this  action  an  appeal  was  filed  May  5,  1896,  with  the  conten- 
on,  on  legal  grounds,  that  the  pension  should  commence  from  Novem- 
BT  11,  1890,  the  date  of  filing  the  original  declaration. 

In  view  of  the  complications  which  had  arisen  when  the  appeal  was 
nder  consideration,  June  30,  1896,  the  case  was  returned  to  your 
bureau  for  a  full  report  upon  the  action  taken,  and  the  reasons  for 
ommencing  the  pension  at  the  date  of  filing  the  second  declaration. 

With  your  letter  of  transmittal  of  July  21,  1896,  is  the  statement  of 
he  Chief  of  the  Board  of  Review,  who,  upon  review  of  the  case,  says 
be  papers  do  not  afford  data  for  a  positive  conclusion  as  to  the  reason 
3r  commencing  the  pension  on  March  18,  1896. 

The  most  reasonable  explanation  of  the  action  inqaired  into  would  eeem  to  be  that 
he  declaration  filed  November  11,  1890,  was  entirely  overlooked. 

The  Bnrean  must  concede  that  a  declaration  alleging  rbenmatism  was  filed  by  the 
eosioner  nnder  the  act  of  Jnne  27,  1890,  on  November  11,  1890,  and  if  the  appeal  be 
iamissed  the  case  will  be  readjudicated  by  a  reissne  to  correct  date  of  commencement 
a  November  11,  1890. 

There  is  conclusive  evidence  that  on  November  11,  1890,  claimant 
[led  a  valid  claim  under  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  based  upon  disability 
rising  from  rheumatism.  This  is  cooceded,  and  the  question  arises 
whether  at  that  time  he  was  disabled  by  rheumatism  in  a  ratable 
egree. 

This  question  has  been  considered  by  the  medical  referee,  who, 
nder  date  of  July  18,  1896,  after  review  of  the  examining  certificate 
r  July  8,  1891,  held  that  the  degree  of  disability  from  rheumatism 
as  such  as  to  entitle  claimant  to  the  rate  of  $6  per  month. 
I  am  unable,  therefore,  to  see  any  objection,  from  a  legal  or  medical 
andpoint,  to  the  proposed  action  of  reissuing  the  certificate  com- 
encing  the  pension  November  11,  1890,  the  date  of  filing  the  original 
^laration. 

The  action  taken  is  therefore  reversed  and  the  case  is  returned  for 
ladjudicatio*^  accordingly. 


decl.arations— act  jttxe  27,  1890-pl.badrngs. 

Susan  M.  Minor  (widow). 

Under  the  third  section  of  the  act  of  Jane  27,  1890,  the  essential  allegations  in  a 
declaration  for  widow's  pension  are  (1)  that  her  husband  served  at  least  ninety  days 
in  the  Army  or  Navy  of  the  United  States  daring  the  late  war  of  the  rebellion;  (2) 
was  honorably  discharged,  and  (3)  has  died;  (4)  that  she  is  witboat  other  means  of 
support  than  her  daily  labor,  (5)  and  was  married  to  said  soldier  prior  to  the 
passage  of  said  act. 

A  declaration  which  does  not  show  these  avermentB  ia  void  and  ot  no  ^«^ 
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Assistant  Secretary  John    M.   Reynolds  to    the    Commissioner  of  Pensuntj 

September  11,  1896. 

March  1, 1895,  appellant  filed  a  claim  for  pension  under  the  general 
law  as  the  widow  of  Mathew  M.  Minor.  March  27,  1896,  she  filed 
one  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  which  was  allowed  April  23, 
1896,  and  she  was  pensioned  thereunder  at  the  rate  of  $8  per  moDth  j 
from  the  date  of  filing  the  declaration,  March  27,  1896.  June  8, 1896, 
she  appealed  from  the  action  of  your  Bureau  fixing  the  date  of  com- 
mencement of  her  pension,  contending  that  the  pension  should  have 
commenced  from  the  date  of  filing  the  first  application. 

The  first  application  filed  was  one  under  the  general  law,  but  was 
indorsed — 

Widow.     Claim  for  Pension.     Original.     Under  Act  of  Jane  27,  1890. 

The  claim  was  treated  as  a  claim  under  the  act  of  1890,  and  calls  for 
evidence  were  made  as  follows :  April  1,  1895,  for  evidence  of  soldier's 
death,  claimant's  dependence,  and  whether  divorced;  July  18,  1895, 
for  evidence  as  to  prior  marriage ;  October  3, 1895,  for  claimant's  state- 
ment as  to  property  and  income,  and  value  of  property  assessed  in  her 
name,  if  any. 

On  the  margin  of  the  declaration,  at  the  top  thereof,  are  the  words, 
"  Act  June  27,  1890,"  written  with  ink,  but  there  is  no  reference  made 
in  the  body  of  the  application  showing  under  what'  law  the  claim  was 
made.  The  declaration  does  not  show  how  long  soldier  served,  that  he 
was  honorably  discharged,  nor  whether  she  was  without  other  means 
of  support  than  her  daily  labor,  proof  of  which  is  required  under  said 
act. 

I  said  in  the  case  of  Charles  V.  Selkirk,  alias  Selkrig  (7  P.  D.,  576), 
that — 

Words  written  on  the  margin  of  an  instniinent  are  of  no  more  import  than  if  written 
on  the  reverse  side,  unless  reference  thereto  is  made  in  writing  in  the  contents  of  said 
instmment. 

In  the  claim  of  James  J.  Durkee  (ant.,  152),  decided  June  17, 1896, 
I  held  that  the  four  essentials  of  title  under  section  2  of  the  act  of  June 
27,  1890,  were— 

1.  That  the  claim  is  made  nnder  the  act  of  Jnne  27,  1890. 

2.  Ninety  days'  service  daring  the  war  of  the  rebellion. 

3.  Honorable  discharge. 

4.  The  existence  of  a  permanent  physical  or  mental  incapacity  for  earning  a  sapport 
by  manual  labor,  not  dne  to  vicions  habits. 

In  that  case  I  also  held  that  an  original  declaration  or  application 
which  did  not  show  these  four  essential  elements  of  title  should  be 
held  void  and  of  no  effect. 

It  was  not,  however,  intended  by  said  first  paragraph  in  the  Durkee 
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use  that  it  was  absolutely  necessary  to  specifically  designate  the  act 
nder  which  the  claim  was  filed  by  mentioning  the  dale  of  the  same, 
at  that  facts  must  be  stated  which  bring  the  case  within  the  statute, 
3  was  held  in  the  case  of  Ellen  Lyons  (6  P.  D.,  151). 

Under  the  third  section  of  said  act  the  essential  elements  of  a 
"idow's  title  to  pension  are  (1)  that  her  husband  served  at  least  ninety 
ays  in  the  Army  or  Navy  of  the  United  States  during  the  late  war  of 
ae  rebellion ;  (2)  that  he  was  honorably  discharged  therefrom,  and  (3) 
ms  died;  (4)  that  she  is  without  other  means  of  support  than  her 
mily  labor,  and  (5)  that  she  was  married  to  said  soldier  prior  to  the 
iflussage  of  said  act. 

None  of  these  essential  elements,  except  that  claimant  was  married 
D  soldier  August  23,  1846,  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act,  were  shown 
a  said  declaration,  and  the  same  can  not  be  accepted  as  a  valid  decla- 
stion  for  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

Claimant,  however,  has  just  cause  to  complain  of  the  manner  in 
vhich  her  claim  was  treated.  No  objection  was  made  to  said  declara- 
aon  until  March  17,  1896— over  a  year  after  the  same  was  filed — and 
*te  Bureau  had  treated  this  claim  during  all  this  time  as  a  valid  one 
inder  said  act,  and  called  for  evidence  applicable  to  a  claim  under  that 
aw ;  but  while  equity  favors  the  claimant,  under  the  law  and  practice 
:he  declaration  can  not  be  held  to  be  good. 

Immediately  upon  the  receipt  of  a  declaration  for  pension  the  same 
ihould  be  examined  as  to  its  formality  and  validity,  and  if  found 
lefective  claimant  should  be  promptly  informed  of  that  fact,  pointing 
3nt  the  defects,  and,  in  proper  cases,  a  proper  blank  should  accompany 
this  information. 

Under  the  law  your  action  fixing  the  date  of  commencement  of  pen- 
sion in  this  case  was  proper  and  the  same  is  affirmed. 


pleading  and  practice-declaration- act  june  27,  1890. 

Israel  Snyder. 

An  application  nnder  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  which  states  the  dates  of  the  applicaut's 
enli8tmei>t  and  discharge,  hut  omits  to  state  that  he  served  ninety  days  daring  the 
war  of  the  rehellion,  is  not,  hy  reason  of  sach  omission,  defective  so  as  to  render 
the  filing  of  a  new  application  necessary. 

Amdant   Secretary  John    M.  Reynolds    to    the    Commissioner    of  Pensions, 

September  12,  1896. 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  filed  June  1,  1896,  in  the  case  of  Israel 
Snyder  (No.  621,851),  formerly  a  soldier  in  Company  D,  One  hundred 
and  eleventh  Ohio  Infantry,  and  now  an  applicant  for  pension  under 
^e  act  of  June  27,  1890. 
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An  application  filed  by  the  appellant  on  September  27,  1895,  i 
rejected  on  April  10,  1896.  He  filed  another  application  on  May  ] 
1896,  but  was  informed  by  a  letter  from  yoar  Bareau  dated  May  1 
1896,  that  the  same  could  not  be  considered,  it  being  informal,  in  ti 
it  failed  to  aver  that  he  served  at  least  ninety  days  daring  the  war 
the  rebellion.  From  that  decision  he  appeals,  his  contention  bei 
that  inasmuch  as  the  application  stated  that  he  enlisted  August  8, 18i 
and  was  discharged  June  8,  1865,  a  further  allegation  that  he  sen 
ninety  days  during  the  war  of  the  rebellion  was  unnecessary. 

I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  position  of  the  appellant  is  well  tab 
The  dates  of  his  enlistment  and  discharge  being  stated,  it  required  oi 
a  slight  mental  computation,  and  such  knowledge  of  history  as  evi 
examiner  in  the  Pension  Bureau  must  be  presumed  to  have,  to  ka 
that  he  served  more  than  ninety  days  during  the  war  of  the  rebellk 
The  omission  to  state,  in  so  many  words,  that  he  served  ninety  da 
in  said  war,  that  fact  being  apparent  from  what  he  did  state,  was  n 
in  my  judgment,  a  material  defect  in  the  application.  A  new  applii 
tion  would  add  nothing  to  the  information  necessary  to  the  proper  a 
orderly  adjudication  of  the  claim.  Why,  then,  should  the  appellant 
put  to  the  trouble  and  expense  of  filing  one?  Under  the  rules b 
down  in  the  Durkee  decision  (8  P.  D.,  152),  a  valid  application  mi 
show,  among  other  things,  ninety  days'  service  during  the  war  of  1 
rebellion ;  but  such  service  may  be  shown  by  stating  the  dates  of  enli 
ment  and  discharge  as  well  as  by  an  explicit  affirmative  stateme 
Your  action  is  overruled,  and  you  are  respectfully  directed  to  treat 
declaration  filed  May  11,  1896,  as  a  good  and  sufficient  application 
pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 


service-drafted  men  and  substitutes-discharge. 

Elizabeth  H.  Poland  (widow). 

1.  When  a  drafted  man  or  substitnte  was  examined  and  accepted  by  a  board  of  eD 

meut  in  the  draft  district  under  the  draft  act  of  lbi(>3,  he  was  in  the  United  St 
service  until  discharged,  as  any  other  soldier  might  be. 

2.  Appellant's  husband,  the  soldier,  was  a  substitute,  accepted  by  the  board  of  eD 

ment  of  the  Sixth  District  of  Indiana,  and  mustered  into  the  service  of  the  Ui 
States  by  the  provost  marshal  of  said  district  September  26,  1864 ;  was  sent  tc 
general  draft  rendezvous  at  Indianapolis,  Ind.,  again  examined  by  a  board  of  ins 
tors,  rejected,  and  discharged  from  the  service  January  20,  1865,  upon  a  sui^« 
certificate,  to  the  effect  that  disability  existed  at  enlistment.  It  is  held,  upon 
opinion  of  the  Judge- Advocate  General  of  the  Army,  that  said  soldier  was  ii 
service  of  the  Unite<l  States  from  the  date  of  his  acceptance  by  the  board  of  enrollt 
to  date  of  his  discharge  for  disability. 
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'starU    Secretary   John    M.    Reynolds    to    tJie  Commissioner    of  Pensions, 

September  5,  1896. 

have  considered  the  appeal  filed  May  3,  1895,  from  the  action  of 
r  Bureau  in  rejecting  the  claim  of  Elizabeth  H.  Poland  (No.  458,685) 
pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  as  the  widow  of  Nicholas 
and,  substitute,  Sixth  Congressional  District  of  Indiana.  The  delay 
acting  upon  this  appeal  has  been  due  to  the  loss  of  certain  reports 
n  the  War  Department  of  which  it  became  necessary  to  obtain 
^licates.  The  ground  upon  which  the  claim  stands  rejected  is  that 
le  claimant's  husband  is  not  recognized  as  having  been  in  the  United 
tes  service." 

t  appears  from  the  records  of  the  War  Department  that  he  was 
isted  and  accepted  by  the  board  of  enrollment,  Sixth  District  of 
Liana,  September  26,  1864,  as  a  substitute  for  Abijah  Pence,  to  serve 
»  year,  and  mustered  into  service  on  the  same  day  at  Indianapolis 
D.  Braden,  captain  and  provost  marshal ;  that  he  was  received  at 
i  draft  rendezvous  September  26, 1864  (also  shown  as  October  3, 1864) ; 
Lt  be  was  examined  by  the  board  of  inspectors  September  28,  1864 
Iso  shown  as  December  13,  1864),  and  rejected ;  that  he  was  admitted 
Post  hospital,  Camp  Carrington,  near  Indianapolis,  Ind.,  November 
1864,  with  debilitas,  and  furloughed  November  1,  1864;  and  that  he 
«  discharged  the  service  January  20,  1865,  at  Indianapolis,  on  a  sur- 
)n'8  certificate  of  disability  stating  as  follows : 

certify  that  I  baye  carefaliy  examined  the  said  Nicholas  Poland,  substitute  from 
th  District  of  Indiana,  and  find  him  incapable  of  performing  the  duties  of  a  soldier 
aose  of  deep  and  adherent  cicatrix  of  left  leg  impeding  useful  motion  and  partial 
liylosis  of  knee  joint.    Said  disqualifications  existed  at  the  time  of  enlistment. 

W.  C.  Thompson, 
A.  A.  Surgeon  U.  S.  A. 

The  question  as  to  the  status  of  this  man  with  respect  to  the  military 
vice  has  been  carefully  considered  by  the  Judge-Advocate  General 
086  opinion  is  given  below  in  full. 

WAR  DEPARTMENT, 

OFFICE  OF  THE  JUDGE-ADVOCATE  GENERAL. 

Washington,  D.  C,  July  es,  1895. 
ike  Chief  of  the  Record  and  Pension  Office. 

IB:  On  June  25, 1891 ,  the  Record  and  Pension  Office,  War  Department,  reported  that — 
richolas  Poland  was  enlisted  as  a  substitute  September  26,  1864,  for  Abijah  Pence,  of 
7ne,  Marion  Connty,  Ind.,  and  mastered  into  service  by  D.  Bradin,  provost  marshal, 
bh  District  of  Indiana.  He  was  received  at  draO)  rendezvous  October  31,  1864,  and 
cted  by  examining  board  December  31,  1864.  Canse  of  rejection  deep  and  adherent 
trix  of  left  leg,  impairing  useful  motion  and  partial  anchylosis  of  knee  joint.  Said 
[ualification  existed  at  time  of  enlistment. 

apers  sent  to  Department  headquarters  December  20,  1864,  i>apers  received  back 
naiy  1,  1865.    Final  atatement  and  discharge  delivered  May  ^,  \^^. 
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On  October  19,  1894,  the  Auditor  for  the  War  Department  reported  as  tollows: 

In  case  of  Nicholas  Poland,  late  private  and  substitute  Sixth  CongieasioDal  Distri 
Indiana,  no  payment  to  the  soldier  has  been  found.  His  claim  for  pay,  etc.,  has! 
twice  rejected. 

On  July  3,  1895,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  wrote  the  Secretary  of  War  as  foU 

I  have  the  honor  to  forward  herewith  the  reports  of  the  officer  in  charge  of  the  Bi 
and  Pension  Division,  War  Department,  and  of  the  auditor  for  that  Department,  i 
above  entitled  case  pending  here  on  appeal,  with  the  request  that  this  Departme 
advised  (1)  whether,  in  view  of  the  facts  shown,  and  of  any  other  facts  in  points 
may  be  in  possession  of  the  War  Department,  and  of  the  law  applicable  thereto 
held  by  that  Department  that  there  was  a  legal  enlistment  into  the  military  serv 
the  United  States  of  the  person  named  in  said  reports;  and,  if  there  was  a  legal  e 
ment,  that  this  Department  be  advised ;  (2)  as  to  the  length  of  the  military  serri 
any,  rendered  thereunder;  and  that  this  Department  be  further  advised;  (3)m1 
legal  effect,  in  general,  of  a  discharge  in  any  case  of  a  drafted  man  or  substitute, 
in  pursuance  of  a  rejection  upon  physical  examination  at  draft  rendezvous. 

The  letter  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  has  been  referred  to  this  office  by  the 
of  the  Record  and  Pension  Office  by  the  following  indorsement: 

Respectfully  forwarded  to  the  Judge- Advocate  General  of  the  Army,  with  reqni 
his  opinion  as  to  the  action  proper  to  be  taken  in  this  case. 

Nicholas  Poland  enlisted  as  a  substitute  for  a  drafted  man,  and  was  accepted  1 
board  of  enrollment  of  the  Sixth  District  of  Indiana  September  26,  1864.  He  wa 
to  the  general  draft  rendezvous  at  Indianapolis  October  3,  1664 ;  was  examined  1 
medical  board  of  inspection  at  that  rendezvous  December  13,  1864,  and  was  reject 
that  board.  His  discharge  was  therefore  ordered  December  29,  1864,  and  he  w 
charged  January  20,  1865,  by  the  commanding  officer  of  the  draft  rendezvous. 

The  case  of  this  man  differs  from  that  of  Edwai-d  Nelson,  in  which  the  Acting « 
Advocate  General  of  the  Army  rendered  an  opinion,  in  that  Poland  was  a  substita 
not  a  drafted  man,  and  that  he  was  actually  mustered  into  service  by  the  provost  n 
of  the  board  of  enrollment  in  addition  to  being  formally  accepted  by  that  board, 
muster-in  appears  to  have  been  a  somewhat  exceptional  proceeding  because,  so  far 
been  ascertained  by  the  records,  substitutes  were  not  usually  mustered  in,  bm 
simply  accepted  by  the  board  of  enrollment  in  the  same  way  that  drafted  men 
The  form  of  enlistment  paper  for  substitutes  which  was  prepared  and  issued  by  tl 
Department,  made  no  provisions  for  muster-in,  whereas  such  provision  was  made 
form  issued  by  the  War  Department  for  the  enlistment  of  volunteer  recmits.  Co 
these  two  forms  are  herewith. 

In  view  of  the  general  nature  of  the  inquiry  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  as 
status  of  substitutes,  it  seems  to  be  advisable  to  determine  whether  or  not  the  d< 
of  the  War  Department  in  the  Nelson  case  should  be  held  to  apply  to  substitui 
formally  mustered  in,  as  well  as  to  drafted  men. 

In  reporting  on  the  case  of  Edward  Nelson,  mentioned  in  the  indorsement  just  q 
this  office,  in  its  report  dated  November  23,  1891,  stated  the  following  among 
things: 

It  is  evident  from  these  provisions  of  the  draft  act  of  March  3,  1863,  that  in  tl 
place  the  enrollment  did  not  put  men  into  the  military  service,  but  only  estat 
their  liability  to  be  called  out.  It  is  also  evident  that  the  draft  did  not  put  the: 
the  military  service,  because  fifty  per  cent  more  than  the  required  quota  were  i 
and  it  was  only  intended  that  a  part  of  the  number  drafted  should  be  received  ii 
service,  and  the  means  of  determining  this  part  were  specifically  provided.  F 
same  reason  the  act  of  reporting  at  the  rendezvous  did  not  put  them  in,  for  tha 
were  to  go  in  were  yet  to  be  selected.  But,  on  reporting,  each  one  was  to  be  cai 
inspected  by  the  surgeon  of  the  board,  who  was  to  report  his  phvai^vil  condition 
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and  the  board  was  to  paes  npon  his  case  and  its  decision  was  final.     It  was  tbere- 

tbe  aooeptance  of  a  drafted  man  by  tbe  board  of  enrollment  that  pat  him  in  the 

ioe.    No  mnster-in  was  necessary. 

^VHiere  the  act  speaks  of  the  discharge  of  the  drafted  man  who  was  rejected  by  the 

it  evidently  did  not  mean  discharge  from  the  militai'y  service.     It  was  merely  a 

from  liability  to  service.     Not  being  found  fit  for  military  service  he  wiEts  '^dis- 

''  from  his  liability  to  be  called  into  service  and  sent  home  with  his  traveling 

^lienses  paid.     The  only  obligation  be  conld  be  discharged  from  before  his  acceptance 

the  obligation  to  do  military  service,  if  accepted,  and  when  he  was  fonnd  to  be  dis- 

lified  and  was  rejected  and  discharged  he  was  simply  released  from  this  obligation. 

would  not  be  reasonable  to  constrae  tbe  word  '^discharged  "  to  mean  that  the  man 

discharged  from  a  service  which  he  had  not  entered  because  on  being  examined  he 

found  to  be  nnfit  for  it  and  was  therefore  rejected  and  sent  home. 


The  drafted  man,  Edward  Nelson,  was  rejected  by  the  '^  rendezvous  board  of  medical 
tion,*'  which  I  understand  to  have  been  the  board  of  enrollment,  and  he  was  there- 
fore not  received  into  the  military  service  under  the  law. 

Afterward  the  following  memorandum  was  added  to  that  report  by  this  office: 
Referring  to  the  case  of  Edward  Nelson,  reported  on  November  23,  1891 ,  it  now  appears 
It  I  was  mistaken  in  considering  the  *^  rendezvous  board  of  medical  inspection  *'  as 
ing  the  board  of  enrollment.  It  appears  that  this  man  was  actually  passed  and  accepted 
^»7  the  board  of  enrollment,  but  was  afterwards  reexamined  by  another  board  not  pro- 
'vided  for  in  the  act  of  1863,  and  rejected  and  discharged.  According  to  this  he  was  in 
'^lie  service  from  the  date  of  his  acceptance  by  the  board  of  enrollment  until  his  discharge 
«iter  rejection  by  the  rendezvous  board  of  medical  inspection. 

There  is  no  material  difference  between  the  case  of  Edward  Nelson  and  the  one  here 
onder  consideration.  In  the  Nelson  case  Nelson  himself  was  drafted,  and  in  this  case 
^ence  was  drafted  and  Poland  was  substituted  for  him.  Poland  being  sabstituted  for 
X'eooe  it  was  right  and  proper  to  treat  Poland  as  Pence  would  have  been  treated  if  Poland 
Ind  not  been  substituted  for  him. 

It  was  not  necessary  at  all  to  muster  in  drafted  men  or  substitutes  of  drafted  men.  A 
mnster-in  is  a  mere  matter  of  formal  acceptance  of  the  man  by  tbe  Government,  and  it 
is  the  usual  manner  of  formally  accepting  men  who  enlist  in  the  ordinary  way.  But  the 
^laft  act  of  1863  provided  a  different  manner  of  accepting  the  men  who  were  to  be  brought 
into  the  service  by  means  of  its  provisions,  viz,  by  acceptance  by  a  board  of  enrollment. 
It  will  be  noticed  that  Poland,  besides  being  accepted  by  the  board  of  enrollment 
September  26,  1864,  was  also  mustered  in  on  that  day  by  the  provost  marshal.  That  is, 
besides  being  accepted  by  the  board  as  provided  by  the  law  under  which  he  was  being 
brought  into  the  service  he  was  also  mustered  into  the  service  as  it  would  have  been 
proper  for  him  to  be  if  he  had  been  enlisting  in  the  ordinary  way.  This  muster-in  must 
be  held  to  have  had  no  more  effect  than  a  second  muster-in  of  a  man  who  had  enlisted 
in  the  ordinary  way  would  have  had.  It  was  superfluous,  and  its  record  in  the  papers 
on  file  must  be  treated  as  surplusage. 

In  answer  to  the  question  asked  by  the  chief  of  the  Record  and  Pension  Office  in  his 
indorsement  quoted  above,  I  would  say  the  decision  in  the  Nelson  case  should  be  held  to 
apply  to  substitutes,  because  drafted  men  who  were  forced  to  enter  the  service,  and  sub- 
stitutes of  drafted  men  who  entered  the  service  in  lieu  of  the  men  drafted,  stand  on  the 
same  footing  and  should  be  treated  alike.  A  name  not  dniwn  is  substituted  on  the  list 
of  those  drawn  for  a  name  that  was  drawn,  and  the  name  substituted  and  the  person  who 
bore  it  are  treated  as  if  that  name  had  been  drawn  instead  of  the  one  for  which  it  was 
substituted. 

In  answer  to  the  three  gaestions  asked  by  the  Secretary  of  the  lutfttvor^  I  Yfould  sa^ 
thai  there  waa  a  legal  aooeptanoe  of  this  man  into  the  United  ^tat^  Q&r7\nb\yj  >(>^&\)OdkT\ 
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of  enroliment  September  26,  1864,  and  that  be  remained  in  tbe  service  from  that 
until  discharged  pursuant  to  tbe  order  of  the  department  commander. 

It  should  be  noticed  that  the  board  of  enrollment  did  not  dischax^  or  r^ectbim, 
accepted  him.     In  this  case  as  in  the  Nelson  case  there  were  two  boards.    OiiewBspi»*L-^   ^ 
vided  for  by  law  and  was  a  part  of  the  machinery  by  which  the  men  were  broai^t  iiil»fc^i   ■ 
tbe  service.     The  other  was  provided  by  the  military  authorities  and  had  to  do  withnn  i  — 
in  the  service.  i     — 

It  should  be  noticed  also  that  there  were  two  draft  rendezvous.     One  was  in  (he  dnft  ^ 
district  and  w&s  the  place  where  the  civilians  whose  names  had  been  drawn  were  required  '.  ^-  ■ 
to  report  and  be  examined  for  acceptance  into  the  service  by  the  board  of  eorollmeoi  i  -r- 
Those  who  were  not  accepted  were  rejected  by  the  board  of  enrollment  and  sent  haek  f-^^ 
home  from  that  point.     The  other  draft  rendezvous  was  at  Indianapolis — the  genenl  ^-  =- 
rendezvous — and  was  where  those  who  had  been  accepted  into  the  service  were  sent  to  s-  ^^ 
be  organized,  assigned  to  regiments,  etc.  .  -- ' 

At  the  general  rendezvous  there  was  the  medical  board  which  dealt  with  the  men  m  rr.^ 
soldiers — as  men  then  in  the  service — and  when  that  board  found  a  man  whom  it  oon*   •  ~^ 
sidered  to  be  not  fit  for  the  service  it  reported  him  for  discharge,  giving  his  disabilities         -* 
and  the  man  was  regularly  discharged  from  the  military  service  and  given  a  diacfaarge  >  -  -^ 
certificate  and  final  statements.     The  legal  efifect  of  such  a  discharge  is  the  dame  as  thit  ..  "^ 
of  a  discharge  for  disability  given  to  any  other  soldier.     In  fact  after  the  drafted  man,  -'  -  ' 
or  the  substitute  of  a  drafted  man  was  accepted  by  the  board  of  enrollment,  his  statas  -  -"-^ 
was  simply  that  of  a  soldier,  and  from  that  time  on  there  was  no  difierence  between  hit 
condition  and  that  of  any  other  soldier  who  had  been  accepted  into  the  service  of  the 
United  States  by  formal  acceptance  of  the  board  of  enrollment,  by  formal  muster-iD  or 
otherwise. 

It  follows  from  the  foregoing  that  the  above  question  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
'*as  to  what  is  the  legal  effect  in  general  of  a  discharge  in  any  case  of  a  drafted  man  or 
substitute,  given  in  pursuance  of  a  rejection   upon  physical  examination  at  draft 
rendezvous,"  requires,  for  an  answer,  an  explanation  that  there  were  in  Indiana  a  v    * 
general  rendezvous  and  also  a  district  rendezvous  for  each  draft  district  in  the  State;  i 
that  there  was  a  physical  examination  of  drafted  men  and  substitutes  by  the  board  d  '  _^ 
enrollment  at  the  district  rendezvous;  that  a  drafted  man  who  was  rejected  at  the  di»* 
trict  rendezvous  by  the  board  of  enrollment  was  not  accepted  into  the  United  States 
military  service  at  all,  but  was  discharged  from  his  liability  to  be  required  to  serve  under 
that  draft;  that  a  rejection  by  a  board  of  enrollment  at  the  district  rendezvous  of  a  peraoD 
offered  as  a  substitute  prevented  him  from  ever  becoming  a  substitute  at  all ;  that  the  board 
of  enrollment  did  not  accept  the  person  offered  and  release  the  drafted  man  for  whom 
he  was  offered  from  his  obligation  to  enter  the  service  himself,  except  by  aooepUDg  tbe 
person  offered  into  the  military  service  of  the  United  States  as  a  soldier  to  serve  in  liea  j 
of  the  man  drafted;  that  he  became  a  substitute  only  by  becoming  a  soldier  and  thereby 
fulfilling  the  drafted  jnan's  obligation  to  become  a  soldier;  that  there  was  a  board  at  the  i 
general  rendezvous  which  made  physical  examinations  of  drafted  men,  and  substitotes 
who  had  been  accepted  by  the  board  of  enrollment  at  the  district  rendezvous  and  had   I 
thereby  become  soldiers;  that  when  this  board  reported  adversely  on  a  man  the  certificate   j 
of  disability  was  made  out  and  his  discharge  from  the  service  recommended,  and  if  this    ^ 
was  approved  by  tbe  department  commander  the  man  was  discharged  from  the  service, 
and  that  this  discharge  had  simply  the  effect  of  an  ordinary  discharge  of  a  private  soldier 
for  disability. 

One  of  the  questions  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  *'  as  to  length  of  tbe  militaiy 
service  ^'  of  the  man  under  consideration.  As  stated  above,  he  was  legally  accepted  into 
the  sei*vice  September  20,  1864,  and  he  was  in  the  service  from  that  time  until  be  vas 
discharged.  The  above  report  of  the  chief  of  the  Record  and  Pension  Office  of  the  War 
Department  made  June  25, 1891,  showB:    ***    *    *    d\«:^»«%'b^'^^«c«\'Aa.^^%^\S^ 
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s  been  repeatedly  held  that  '^  the  discharge  *  *  *  takes  effect  like  a  deed, 
very."  Bat  the  record  in  this  case  also  shows  (see  also  indorsement  on  certi- 
disability)  that  this  man  was  actually  discharged  Janaary  20,  1865,  by  the 
ing  oflScer  of  the  general  rendezvoas  pursuant  to  the  order  of  the  department 
er  made  December  29, 1864.  And  he  went  home  at  that  time  and  his  final  stat  e- 
i  discharge  certificate  were  sent  after  him  and  delivered  to  him  May  22,  1865. 
ese  circumstances  it  is  proper  to  hold  that  he  was  discharged  January  20,  1865, 
therefore  he  was  in  service  from  September  26,  1864,  to  January  20,  1865. 
cision  above  quoted  to  the  efiect  that  *  *  the  discharge  *  *  *  takes  effect 
d,  upon  delivery,"  should  be  held  to  be  applicable  only  when  the  delivery  of 
uge  certificate  constitutes  the  notice  to  the  soldier  that  he  is  discharged,  i.  e., 
3  released  from  his  contract  to  serve,  and  the  control  of  his  oflScers,  and  is  a 
nd  at  liberty  to  act  accordingly.     The  fourth  Article  of  War  requires  that  a 

shall  be  in  writing,  but  that  writing  may  be  in  the  form  of  an  indorsement  on 
icate  of  disability  as  it  was  in  this  case;  and  the  soldier  must  be  notified  of  it 
illy  released  from  the  control  of  his  officers.  But  the  discharge  certificate — 
^ften  called  the  discharge — is  not  really  the  discharge;  nor  is  the  delivery  of  it 
dier  the  only  means  of  giving  him  notice  that  he  has  been  discharged.     That 

a  proper  and  effective  means  of  notifying  him,  but  a  means  equally  proper  and 

s  to  actually  release  him  from  control  (when  he  has  been  discharged)  and  inform 

lally  or  otherwise,  of  his  dischai*ge. 

Very  respectfully, 

G.  Norman  Lieber, 

Judge-Advocate  OenercU. 

ibove  opinion  is  concurred  in  by  the  Secretary  of  War. 
wing  the  well-settled  practice  of  this  Department  of  accepting 
sion  of  the  War  Department  upon  all  questions  of  this  character 
unstrained  to  reverse  your  action  and  direct  readjudication  in 
Dce  with  the  view  that  the  claimant's  husband  was  in  the  mili- 
vice  of  the  United  States  during  the  war  of  the  rebellion  for 
an  ninety  days. 


res  adjudicata— fee  agreements. 

George  W.  Amos  (claimant). 

MiLO  B.  Stevens  &  Co.  (attorneys). 

rtment  declines  to  distnrb  a  Departmental  decision  made  by  a  former  adminis- 
»n  when  the  decision  was  based  upon  all  the  facts  appearing  in  the  case  which 
necessary  to  be  considered  in  determining  the  question  at  issne. 

5    Secretary    John   M.   JReynolda   to   the    Commissioner   of   Pensions^ 

October  10,  1896, 

B.  Stevens  &  Co.,  of  Cleveland,  Ohio,  August  5,  1896,  filed  a 
for  reconsidering  the  decision  of  the  Department  September  9, 
L  their  claim  for  fee  in  the  claims  for  increase  of  George  W. 
late  of  Company  H,  One  hundred  and  nineteenth  Illinois 
y,  CertMcate  No.  249,461, 
laims  were  for  etraight  increase  and  for  incTeaift^  on  ajcicavraXi  qH 
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a  new  disability.  In  the  latter  claim  fee  agreements  for  $25  were  fik 
and  subsequently  the  claim  for  straight  increase  was  filed. 

A  fee  of  $10  was  allowed  in  the  straight  increase  claim.  They  w€ 
denied  a  fee  in  the  new  disability  claim,  on  the  ground  that  they  h 
forfeited  their  rights  by  neglect. 

An  appeal  was  taken  from  the  last-mentioned  action.  The  Dei)a 
ment,  September  9,  1891,  reversed  the  action  of  the  Bureau,  holdi 
that  appellants  were  not  in  neglect,  and  directed  that  an  additioi 
sum  of  $15  be  paid  them. 

The  contention  in  said  motion  is  that  they  should  be  allowed  a ; 
in  the  straight  increase  claim.  In  its  decision  the  Department  stal 
that  the  articles  of  agreement  filed  by  appellants — 

Should  be  held  as  relating  to  the  whole  claim  for  increase  of  pension  based  opoo 
the  causes  of  disability  alleged. 

This  language  is  not  ambiguous.     Applying  the  fee  agreements— 

To  the  whole  claim  for  increase  based  on  all  the  causes  of  disability  alleged— 

But  one  fee,  that  stipulated  in  the  fee  agreements,  could  be  alloiR 
The  facts  here  recited  were  set  out  in  the  decision ;  therefore,  it  m 
be  concluded  that  the  Department  had  in  view  all  those  facts  when 
rule  was  laid  down,  and  based  the  same  on  those  facts.  Furtherm* 
January  26,  1892,  in  reconsidering  the  case  on  motion  of  the  appelU 
the  Department  adhered  to  its  decision,  using  the  following  emph 
language : 

.  Articles  of  agreement  may  properly  be  held,  in  the  absence  of  anything  to  the 
trary,  to  relate  to  all  grounds  upon  which  a  higher  rate  of  pension  is  claimed,  while 
articles  of  agreement  are  in  force,  whether  the  ground  for  a  higher  rate  of  pensi 
alleged  before  or  after  the  articles  of  agreement  are  executed. 

Although  there  is  no  precedent  for  the  foregoing  rule,  and  it  is  in  i 
flict  with  numerous  decisions  on  the  question  involved,  the  Departn 
has  always  declined  to  disturb  a  decision  rendered  during  a  for 
administration,  except  on  the  ground  that  the  same  was  not  based  u 
all  the  facts  appearing  in  the  case,  which  are  to  be  considered  in  de 
mining  the  question  at  issue. 

Therefore,  the  motion  for  reconsideration  is  overruled. 


fee— fee  agreement. 

Minors  of  Louis  Ollendorf  (claimants). 
A.  II.  Addington  (attorney). 

1.  Claims  for  additional  pension  to  widows,  under  section  4703,  Revised  Statutes,  wl« 
commenced  by  the  widow,  or  by  a  guardian  in  behalf  of  the  minor  children 
soldier  by  a  former  wife,  are  not  original  claims  for  pension,  within  the  meanii 
tbe  act  of  July  4,  1884,  in  relation  to  lees. 
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VHiere  application  for  each  additional  pension  and  for  the  widow's  original  pension, 
are  pending  separately  and  simoltaneooslyi  th^  oonstitate  bnt  one  claim  for  the 
prosecution  of  which  only  one  fee  can  be  paid. 

"Vfheie  application  for  additional  pension  is  made  after  issue  to  allow  pension  in  a 
widow's  original  claim,  no  fee  can  be  allowed  nnless,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Com- 
missioner of  Pensions,  the  daim  is  one  of  '^  difficulty  and  trouble  "  in  which  a  fee 
may  be  allowed. 

mttani    Secretary  John    M,   Reynolds   to  the    Chmmimoner  of  Penstons, 

October  10,  1896. 

A.  H.  Addington,  of  Columbus,  Ohio,  April  20,  1896,  filed  a  motion 
r  the  reconsideration  of  the  decision  of  the  Department  rendered  June 
,  1895,  in  the  case  of  the  minor  children  of  Louis  Ollendorf,  late  of 
Kmpany  K,  Eighty-eighth  Ohio  Infantry,  Certificate  No.  407,569. 
The  soldier  died  leaving  a  widow,  and  minor  children  by  a  former 
ie  from  whom  he  had  been  divorced,  and  to  whom  the  care  and  cus- 
dy  of  said  children  was  awarded  by  the  court  of  common  pleas  of 
*anklin  County,  Ohio. 

The  widow,  by  her  attorney,  W.  L.  Curry,  of  Columbus,  Ohio,  May 
,  1891,  applied  for  a  widow's  pension  under  the  general  law.  The 
[nor  children  of  the  soldier  were  not  mentioned  in  her  declaration, 
ST  in  any  of  the  evidence  filed  in  support  of  her  claim. 
The  guardian  of  the  minors,  November  3,  1891,  in  their  behalf,  filed 
leclaration  for  a  minor's  pension  under  the  general  law,  and  appointed 
9  appellant  to  prosecute  the  claim.  Each  attorney  filed  fee  agreements 
•$25. 

On  March  2, 1895,  certificate  issued  in  the  widow's  claim  to  allow 
nsion  to  her  at  the  rate  of  $8  per  month.     On  the  same  date  there 
18  a  supplemental  issue  in  her  claim  to  allow  pension  at  the  rate  of 
for  each  child,  payable  to  their  guardian. 

On  these  issues  a  fee  of  $25  was  paid  to  Mr.  Curry  and  a  fee  of  $10 
the  appellant,  who  appealed,  contending  that  he  should  be  allowed 
e  stipulated  fee.  The  Department,  in  the  above-mentioned  decision, 
Guimed  the  action  of  the  Bureau,  hence  this  motion  for  reconsideration. 
It  is  contended,  in  the  appeal,  that  the  claim  in  behalf  of  said  minors 
an  original  one  within  the  meaning  of  section  4786,  Revised  Statutes, 
I  amended  by  the  act  of  July  4,  1884,  and  therefore  he  is  entitled  to  a 
e  of  $25. 

If  said  claim  be  an  original  one,  his  right  to  the  fee  stipulated  in  the 
»ntract8  filed  by  him  is  unquestionable.  (Case  of  George  D.  Hilton,  8 
.  D.,  182.) 

In  the  case  of  Sarah  J.  Clark  (7  P.  D.,  47),  certificate  issued  to  allow 
le  widow  pension  in  her  own  right  and  for  her  children,  October  25, 
J90,  and  on  that  allowance  a  fee  of  $25  was  paid  her  attorneys,   Slaft  aisaa 
blared  in  her  claim  for  pension,  for  a  child  of  the  ao\^'6t\>^  ^iotxCkKt 
r>  x>. — VOL.  & 18 
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marriage  with  whose  maintenance  she  was  not  charged  at  any  time 
subsequent  to  the  death  of  the  soldier.  On  said  issue,  throng  inad- 
vertence, no  pension  was  allowed  to  said  stepdaughter.  A  supplemental 
issue  was  made  in  her  favor  on  which  an  additional  fee  was  denied  to 
the  attorneys  aforesaid. 

The  Department  held  that — 

I 

The  existence  of  children  by  a  former  marriage  in  no  way  and  in  no  sense  aflecto  the  | 
integrity  of  the  claim.     In  every  snch  case  the  claim  is  to  be  treated  as  an  entirety,  and 
the  rights  of  all  the  parties  are  the  subject  of  a  single  adjudication;  that  ''partition  for 
the  purpose  of  payment  is  a  matter  of  detail,  and  is  made  only  for  the  better  protecdon 
of  the  beneficiaries.'' 

Also  in  the  case  of  Hattie  G.  Dyer  (7  P.  D.,  160),  the  Department 
held  that — 

When  a  widow  claims  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  for  herself  and  her  misn 
child,  and  afterwards  files  an  affidavit  declaring  for  children  of  the  soldier  by  a  forma 
marriage,  and  the  guardian  of  such  children  files  another  declaration  claiming  on  thdi 
account,  the  two  declarations  constitute  but  one  claim  for  which  but  one  fee  can  be  paid 

In  this  case  both  declarations  were  filed  by  the  same  firm  of  attorneys 

The  distinguishing  feature  of  the  cited  cases  and  the  one  at  bar,  i 
that  the  declarations  in  the  latter  were  filed  by  different  attorneys. 

I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  claim  in  behalf  of  these  minors  is  nc 
an  original  claim  for  pension.  Section  4703,  Revised  Statutes,  provid€ 
that  the  additional  pension  granted  to  the  widow  shall  be  granted  an 
paid  to  the  guardian  of  such  child  or  children  (of  the  husband  by 
former  wife)  for  the  period  during  which  she  has  not  been  or  shall  n< 
be  charged  with  their  maintenance.  The  law  certainly  contemplaU 
the  possibility  of  the  reversion  of  the  pension  conditionally  granted  1 
the  guardian  upon  the  happening  of  a  specific  event,  viz,  upon  the  wide 
becoming  chargeable  with  the  maintenance  of  said  minor  children.  '. 
follows,  therefore,  however  slight  the  possibility  of  the  widow  becomii 
so  charged,  that  a  right  to  the  additional  pension  is  vested  in  her  an 
constitutes  a  portion  of  her  claim  to  pension  and  one  which  I  am  di 
posed  to  believe  that  she  can  not  waive. 

The  duty  is  upon  her,  and,  consequently,  is  upon  the  attorney  1 
point  out  to  whom  the  entire  pension  granted  to  her  shall  be  pai< 
whether  at  any  time  she  be  entitled  to  receive  the  whole  or  only  a  poi 
tion  thereof. 

The  position  the  Department  has  heretofore  taken  on  the  question  i 
the  same  as  expressed  above. 

In  the  case  of  Martha  D.  Cree,  decided  July  20,  1891  (8  Fee  P.  I 
Bk.,  161),  a  supplemental  issue  to  allow  additional  pension  on  accoui 
of  the  children  of  the  widow  was  made  upon  which  the  attorney,  wh 
had  received  a  fee  of  $25,  was  allowed  an  additional  fee  of  $10.  H 
appealed,  contending  that  he  was  entitled  to  the  Eti^ulated  fee,  Th 
Department  held  as  follows : 
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rbe  claim  to  which  the  appeal  relates  is  not  one  in  which  the  law  requires  that  a  cou- 
*t  for  a  fee  in  excess  of  $10  should  be  recognized.  Snch  contract  might  be  recognized 
t  was  found  that  the  prosecution  of  the  case  was  attended  with  difficulty  and  trouble, 
^in  the  meaning  of  the  act  of  July  4,  1884,  relative  to  fees  in  pension  cases. 

To  the  same  effect  is  the  holding  of  the  Department  in  the  case  of 
e  minors  of  Elijah  Thicksten,  Certificate  No.  226,728,  decided  August 
,  1891  (8  Fee  P.  L.  Bk.,  306),  which  involved  a  condition  of  facts  similar 
those  in  the  case  of  Martha  D.  Cree  (supra),  except  that  the  minors 
ire  the  children  of  the  soldier  by  a  former  wife.  It  was  also  held 
at— 

The  claim  to  which  the  appeal  relates  was  not  a  claim  for  original  pension  but  a  claim 
r  increase  of  the  widows  pension.  The  increase  was  not  paid  to  her  (the  widow)  for 
le  leaBon  that  she  had  not  the  custody  of  the  children. 

In  the  claim  of  Mary  J.  Smith  (widow).  Certificate  No.  267,139, 
iecided  December  18, 1891  (10  Fee  P.  L.  Bk.,54),  the  minors,  children  of 
be  soldier  by  a  former  wife,  and  the  widow  of  the  soldier,  who  was 
lot  charged  with  the  maintenance  of  said  minors,  were  represented  by 
liferent  attorneys.  The  attorney  for  the  minors  was  denied  a  fee  in 
xcess  of  SIO.  He  appealed,  contending  for  the  fee  stipulated  in  the 
be  agreements. 

The  Department  held  that — 

This  (the  claim  in  behalf  of  the  minors)  was  not  an  original  claim  for  pension  within 
le  meaning  of  the  law  relating  to  fees.  It  was  merely  a  claim  for  a  portion  of  a  pen- 
OBy  a  part  of  which  had  been  allowed  before  this  claim  was  presented.  It  was  a  claim 
r  increase  of  the  pension  allowed  to  the  widow.  The  nature  of  the  claim  is  not  altered 
r  the  fact  that  the  increase  is  not  paid  to  the  widow  but  to  a  guardian.  The  claim  is 
le  in  which  the  law  permits  the  allowance  of  a  fee  in  ezoeas  of  $10  only  in  case  its 
oeecution  is  attended  with  difficulty  and  trouble. 

In  all  of  the  cases  which  have  been  cited  it  is  to  be  noted  that  the 
aims  in  behalf  of  or  on  account  of  minors,  whether  children  of  the 
tidier  by  the  widow  or  by  a  former  wife,  were  not  commenced  until 
Iter  pension  had  been  allowed  to  the  widow.  It  is  only  in  this  par- 
cular  they  differ  from  the  one  at  bar. 

Having  arrived  at  the  conclusion  that  claims  for  additional  pension 
)  widows  under  section  4703,  Revised  Statutes,  whether  commenced 
Y  the  widow  or  by  a  guardian  in  behalf  of  the  minors  of  the  soldier 
y  a  former  wife,  are  not  original  claims  for  pension  within  the  mean- 
ig  of  the  act  of  July  4,  1884,  in  relation  to  fees ;  and  that,  when  appli- 
ition  for  such  additional  pension,  and  for  the  widow's  original  pension 
'e  pending,  separately  and  simultaneously,  they  constitute  but  one 
aim,  it  follows  that — 

1.  But  one  fee  can  be  paid  on  issue  to  allow  pension  in  said  claim, 
r  the  reasons  set  forth  in  the  case  of  Alonzo  ShuU  (7  P.  D.,  183). 

2.  Where  the  claim  for  additional  pension  is  filed  after  issue  to  allow 
msion  in  the  widow's  original  claim  no  fee  whatever  eSb\i\i^%J\Q^^^^ 
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unless,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions,  the  claim  is 
attended  with  such  difficulty  and  trouble  as  may  warrant  him  to  allow 
a  fee,  for  the  reasons  stated  in  the  case  of  George  D.  Hilton  (8  P.  D.,  182). 

In  cases  where  title  to  a  fee  has  been  determined  by  the  Bureau  it  is 
not  deemed  expedient  to  disturb  its  action  when  consonant  with  the 
rules  of  practice  which  have  been  heretofore  observed. 

So  in  this  case  as  the  question  of  title  to  fee  has  been  determined  by 
the  Bureau  its  action  will  not  be  disturbed,  although  under  the  roles 
herein  laid  down  the  appellant  would  not  be  entitled  to  a  fee  unless  it 
appeared  that  in  the  opinion  of  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  the  case 
was  one  of  "  difficulty  and  trouble." 

Therefore  the  motion  of  the  appellant  is  overruled. 


death  causb-bvidekcb-pre8umption8. 

Alma  Niedhammer  (widow). 


- 


Soldier,  darlDg  his  fatal  iUneas,  snffeied  from  disease  of  heart,  result  of  rhenmatiaD,  r 
for  which  he  was  pensioned,  and  also  from  disease  of  langs,  which  is  not  oondo-  ' 
sively  shown  to  be  due  to  the  service,  though  the  evidence  strongly  tends  to  estab- 
lish the  same.  Both  disease  of  Inngs  and  disease  of  heart  were  factors  in  caosiDg 
death,  but  it  can  not  be  determined  with  any  degree  of  certainty  which  of  the  two 
diseases  was  the  predominant  caose,  or  contributed  most  towaxd  producing  death; 
and  it  is  held  that,  from  the  evidence,  it  is  more  reasonable  to  assume  that  death 
was  due  to  soldier's  militaxy  service  than  to  assume  that  it  was  not,  and  the  doobta 

in  the  case  will  be  resolved  in  favor  of  claimant. 

■ 

Assistant  Secretary  John    M.   Reynolds   to    the    Commissioner   of  Pensunu,   i 

September  5,  1896.  • 

This  claim,  Certificate  No.  399,361,  was  rejected  by  your  Bureau 
April  21,  1896,  on  the  ground  that  death  resulted  from  disease  of  lungs 
— pneumonia — ^not  due  to  causes  which  have  been  legally  accepted,  and 
an  appeal  was  filed  May  28,  1896,  the  contention  being  that  death  was 
due  to  heart  failure,  the  result  of  rheumatism  contracted  in  the  army; 
also,  that  ^oldier  contracted  smallpox  at  Nashville,  Tenn.,  in  the  spring 
of  1864,  which  permanently  injured  his  lungs,  from  which  he  suffered    I 
until  his  death ;  that  he  suffered  from  malaria  at  Decatur,  Ala.,  in  the    i 
fall  of  1864,  and  suffered  from  an  attack  of  pneumonia  in  the  spring  of 
1865;  and  whether  death  was  due  to  rheumatism  or  disease  of  lungs    | 
the  claim  should  be  admitted,  as  both  causes  are  shown  to  be  of  service 
origin. 

The  evidence  shows  that  soldier,  George  Niedhammer,  entered  the 
service  August  8,  1862,  at  the  age  of  18  years,  a  strong,  sound,  and 

^Ithy  man ;  that  he  served  faithfully  m  t\ie>  ^^\^^rafeW  3\3ca<6  2,^^1865^ 
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rlien  he  was  honorably  discharged ;  that  during  his  service  he  cont- 
racted rheumatism,  for  which  he  was  pensioned ;  and  that  from  the 
JSLtd  of  his  discharge  until  his  death,  November  20,  1892,  he  suffered 
rom  rheumatism,  and  at  intervals  from  fever  and  ague ;  that  he  also 
□Lffered  from  disease  of  lungs  and  heart,  and  was  in  fact  never  a  well 
i^Q  after  his  discharge  from  the  service ;  that  while  in  the  service  and 
zitil  his  death  he  was  a  sober,  honest,  industrious  man,  and  regarded 
B  thoroughly  reliable  by  his  comrades  and  neighbors ;  that  although  a 
oor  man  and  suffering  from  disabilities  which  he  alleged,  and  his 
Bicers  and  comrades  testify  were  of  service  origin,  he  was  opposed  to 
ecoming  an  applicant  for  pension,  and  declined  to  do  so  when  urged 
y  a  comrade  to  make  an  application.  His  delay  in  filing  his  applica- 
on  until  May  6, 1890,  is  therefore  satisfactorily  explained.  He  alleged 
^  his  declaration  then  filed  that  he  contracted  smallpox  near  Nashville, 
'enn.,  in  or  about  the  spring  of  1864,  which  resulted  in  disease  of  the 
mgs  and  kidneys ;  that  in  October,  1864,  at  or  near  Decatur,  Ala.,  he 
Dntracted  malarial  fever,  from  which  he  suffered  severely  for  about 
Te  months ;  that  in  the  spring  of  1865,  at  or  near  Huntsville,  Ala.,  he 
ontracted  pneumonia,  and  from  which  disabilities,  exposure,  and 
^tigue  he  suffers  from  rheumatism,  physical  and  nervous  debility; 
hat  he  was  not  treated  in  any  hospital. 

The  records  of  the  War  Department  only  disclose  treatment  for 
Qtermittent  fever  December  10  to  12,  1864,  and  May  2  to  5,  1865. 

The  testimony  of  officers  and  comrades  tends  strongly  to  show  that 
oldier  bad  smallpox  in  service  as  alleged ;  that  the  disease  was  preva- 
mt  at  about  the  time  and  place  alleged,  and  that  a  number  of  the  men 
f  the  company  were  innoculated  at  Nashville  in  the  spring  of  1864 
rith  bad  virus,  which  poisoned  them.  His  captain  testified  before  a 
pecial  examiner  that  he  remembers  of  once  ordering  soldier  out  of  the 
anks  when  his  teeth  were  chattering,  although  soldier  wished  to  go  on 
iuty ;  that  he  thinks  he  had  the  ague ;  that  he  was  a  good  soldier, 
ould  always  be  depended  upon,  and  never  shirked. 

Lieutenant  Rawley  testified  that  he  enlisted  in  the  same  company 
Lnd  regiment  with  soldier,  and  that  he  remembers  that  in  the  spring 
>f  1864  soldier,  who  was  at  that  time  second  sergeant,  was  taken  sick 
nrith  smallpox  at  Nashville,  Tenn.,  and  that  for  a  long  time*  after  he 
lad  got  through  with  this  sickness  he  appeared  very  feeble  and  in  bad 
lealth  ;  was  thin  and  poor  in  fiesh. 

Judson  Palmer,  a  comrade,  testified  to  soldier's  having  smallpox  at 
S^ashville  in  January  or  February,  1864,  and  that  he  complained  of 
^ain  in  the  lungs  and  kidneys  in  October,  1864.  He  also  testified  to 
K)ldier's  having  chills  and  fever  at  Decatur,  Ala.,  for  four  or  five 
months ;  that  soldier  never  recovered  from  the  effects  of  smallpox,  but 
Eippeared  broken  down  ;  that  he  appeared  like  a  man  ^\t\\  nv^«Sk.\m\i^» 


;. 
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This  witnesBy  whose  reputation  for  truth  is  good,  and  whose  testimony, 
the  examiner  states,  can  be  depended  upon,  adds  a  new  feature  to  the 
case.  He  testifies  that  claimant  received  a  sunstroke,  or  was  oyeroome 
by  heat,  at  Cincinnati  in  September,  1862,  while  marching,  which  pros- 
trated him,  rendering  him  insensible,  and  again  at  Decatur,  Ala.,  m 
1864,  when  he  was  taken  away  in  an  ambulance.  He  also  testifies  to 
his  having  chills  and  fever  at  the  same  time. 

William  H.  Terrill,  a  comrade,  testified  that  he  enlisted  with  soldier 
and  was  his  bunkmate;  that  in  the  spring  of  1864  he  was  attacked 
with  smallpox,  after  which  he  suffered  with  his  lungs  and  kidneys; 
that  in  the  fall  of  1864  soldier  suffered  from  malaria  and  chfllsfor 
several  months,  and  that  in  the  spring  of  1865,  near  Huntsville,  Ak, 
he  suffered  severely  from  pneumonia;  that  they  were  discharged 
together  June  26,  1865,  and  that  when  they  came  home  Niedhammer  ^ 
was  still  suffering  from  the  effects  of  smallpox,  malaria,  and  pnenino-  - 
nia ;  that  he  continued  in  this  condition  of  physical  disability  so  long  i 
as  he  was  in  afiiant's  neighborhood,  which  was  up  to  the  month  of 
December,  1867,  when  affiant  moved  away  and  did  not  again  see  him  ' 
until  1890 ;  that  he  nursed  soldier  through  his  attack  of  smallpox,  and  I 
was  intimate  with  him  in  service  and  up  to  1867.  Witness  further  " 
testified  before  the  special  examiner  to  soldier's  having  rheumatism  in 
service ;  that  he  also  contracted  a  bad  cough  and  complained  of  pain 
in  his  lungs ;  that  his  cough  seemed  to  stick  to  him,  and  he  caught  cold  j 
easily ;  that  when  discharged  he  still  had  the  cough,  and  complained  j 
of  rheumatism,  and  both  grew  worse  after  leaving  the  service. 

S.  J.  Hartshorn  testifies  that  previous  to  1879  soldier  was  troubled 
with  a  hacking  cough,  which  he  always  attributed  to  his  army  life,  and 
and  that  this  cough  had  always  troubled  him  since  1865.  Louisa 
Hartshorn  testified  that  his  lungs  had  always  been  affected  since  he 
moved  to  Fort  Wayne,  and  that  he  had  a  bad  cough  in  1874. 

Soldier  at  his  first  medical  examination  was  rated  y\  for  disease  of 
lungs  and  y\  for  chronic  pneumonia,  and  the  board  certify  that  "apex  of 
left  lung  showed  percussion  note  dull  and  impervious  to  air.  Right 
lung ;  respiration  puerile." 

Another  witness,  who  is  reported  as  being  conscientious  and  reliable, 
testifies  to  the  heat,  prostration,  or  sunstroke  at  Cincinnati,  and  his 
being  cared  for  at  a  private  house.  He  further  testifies  that  about  ODe- 
third  of  Company  C  (claimant's  company)  had  the  smallpox  at  Nash- 
ville, Tenn.,  in  the  spring  of  1864,  and  thinks  soldier  was  one  of  the 
number.  That  the  smallpox  patients  were  kept  in  quarters;  that 
Surgeon  Southworth  would  not  let  his  men  go  to  the  pesthouse,  but 
treated  them  in  quarters. 

Soldier,  while  on  his  deathbed  and  two  days  before  his  death,  was 
examined  by  a  special  examiner,  liJfov ember  1^,1%^*!^ ^t  ¥ortWayne^ 
J^nd,^  and  testified  as  follows : 
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I  aoi  the  same  George  Neidhim  (Neidhammer  ?)  who  served  as  private  and  sergeant  of 
Oompany  C,  Eighteenth  Michigan  Infantry.  I  enlisted  Angost  8,  1862,  and  was  dis- 
cbaiiged  June  26,  1865.  I  was  not  in  any  military  or  naval  servloe  except  as  above 
sfcAted,  and  I  have  not  been  in  any  military  or  naval  service  since  Jnne  26,  1865. 

I  daiin  pension  for  disease  of  Inngs,  rheumatism,  malarial  poison,  and  for  physical 

mMid  nerroua  debility.     I  took  smallpox  at  Nashville,  Tenn. ,  and  was  sick  for  qaite  a 

long  time.     I  never  really  got  over  the  effects.     *    *    *    After  we  went  to  Deoatur, 

.AJa.,  I  had  chills  and  fever  for  five  months.     I  would  shake  every  other  day,  and  I  took 

qnimne  for  this,  which  I  got  of  the  doctor.     I  stayed  with  the  company,  but  could  not 

do  dxity.     After  we  went  to  HuntsviUe  I  took  a  bad  cold  on  a  scout  and  had  lung  fever. 

I  was  kept  at  a  negro  cabin  for  a  number  of  days,  and  the  hospital  steward  took  care  of 

Tue.     Yes,  I  had  rheumatism  in  the  service.     My  back  troubled  me  a  good  deal.     I 

Always  thought  the  smallpox  caused  the  kidney  disease  and  the  lung  trouble.    I  had  a 

ooogh  after  I  had  smallpox.     The  kidney  disease  was  indicated  by  a  pain  in  the  small  of 

my  back.     This  bothered  me  a  good  deal  all  along  from  the  time  of  the  smallpox  till 

When  I  was  discharged  and  came  home  I  was  not  well.     I  suffered  from  rheuma- 

and  my  kidney  disease  and  lung  trouble.     I  suffered  from  time  to  time  with  these 

I  could  not  work.     I  am  not  able  to  talk  much  now. 


Dr.  Walter  W.  Bamett,  soldier's  family  physician,  on  the  day  follow- 
ing soldier's  death,  testified  as  follows : 

I  am  35  years  old,  a  practicing  physician  and  surgeon.  Post-office  and  residence,  43 
IKTest  Be  Wald  street.  Fort  Wayne,  Ind.  I  first  became  acquainted  with  Geoige  Neid- 
bammer  about  seven  years  ago.  Before  I  was  called  in  to  treat  him  I  knew  from  obser- 
vation that  he  was  a  rheumatic  from  seeing  him  limping  and  the  drawn  condition  of  his 
feet 

The  first  time  I  was  called  to  see  him  was  for  rheumatic  afiection,  located  principally 
in  upper  extremity  of  pectoral  regions  and  ankles.  At  that  time  he  was  in  bed  for 
three  weeks.    This  must  have  been  five  years  ago. 

In  my  examination  of  his  case  I  found  pleuritic  adhesions  extending  all  over  the  right 
aide  and  over  posterior  regions  under  the  scapula.  At  that  time  there  was  a  circum- 
scribed pneumonitis  at  the  base  of  the  right  luDg,  just  beneath  the  eighth  rib.  The 
pneumonitis  gradually  gave  way  and  the  rheumatism  subsided  so  that  he  could  go 
about,  but  was  never  absent.  He  has  suffered  continuously  from  rheamatism  ever  since 
I  first  knew  him,  and  whenever  he  took  cold  he  would  have  an  attack  of  pneumonia. 
He  died  at  6  o'clock  and  30  minutes  from  the  fourth  severe  attack  since  my  acquaint- 
anoe,  November  20,  1892,  date  of  death.  He  has  always  sufiered  from  a  nervous 
depression  since  my  acquaintance. 

The  liver  was  enlarged  and  the  spleen  tender.  The  liver  has  been  torpid  and  inactive 
ever  since  my  treatment  began,  and  that  was  one  trouble  about  his  condition,  to  keep 
the  liver  at  its  function.  I  had  no  history  of  malaria,  but  only  judged  from  the  condi- 
tion I  found.  He  had  a  tongue  that  never  cleared  up,  deeply  fissured  and  coated,  and 
breath  always  rancid.  There  was  no  question  about  his  malarial  condition.  His 
anmilability  of  medicine  or  food  was  always  imperfect. 

In  his  last  sickness  he  took  Wednesday  forenoon  with  a  sinking  chill  and  a  severe 
pain  in  right  lung  under  the  angle  of  the  fifth  rib.  Percussion  and  auscultation 
revealed  a  circumscribed  pneumonitis  about  three  inches  in  diameter,  surrounding  one 
of  these  old  pleuritic  adhesions,  together  with  pain  in  stomach  and  persistent  nausea; 
was  unable  to  retain  anything  on  the  stomach  within  twelve  hours  of  his  death.  Severe 
pain  in  the  head,  following  down  the  spinal  column,  which  continued,  except  when 
thoroughly  under  the  influence  of  a  narcotic.  Temperature  when  first  examined  was 
101^.  Wednesday  and  Thursday  102f  °,  at  which  point  it  stayed  till  it  began  to  depress, 
indicating  bis  dying  condition.     The  heart  was  weak  and  irregulaT.    Hot^^T^i^Yra^^^xxixi- 
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lation  for  over  ten  years.  He  had  a  well-defined  rheomatio  heart.  In  this  last  sicklies 
he  had  some  cardiac  pain,  and  the  immediate  canse  of  death  was  heart  failure,  sspcr- 
indaced  by  rheumatism  and  pneumonia. 

The  kidneys  were  normal,  except  when  in  sympathy  with  medicine  or  irritatioa.   He 
always  insisted  that  he  had  kidney  trouble  from  the  jMun  in  the  lumbar  region. 

Henry  F.  Beverforden,  a  druggist,  testified  to  having  supplied  soldier  1 
with  medicine  for  rheumatism  and  lung  disease  for  the  last  twelve  »-- 
years.  | 

Louisa  Hartshorn  testified  as  to  claimant's  enfeebled  condition  from 
shortly  after  discharge.  } 

Claimant's  wife  testified  that  soldier  had  a  cough  when  be  firsi  | 
returned  from  the  army,  which  continued  to  grow  worse. 

All  of  claimant's  and  soldier's  witnesses  are  certified  as  reputable 
and  truthful  by  the  special  examiners,  except  a  single  witness,  who 
appeared  to  have  executed  an  affidavit  that  did  not  correspond  in  its 
statement  with  his  testimony  before  the  special  examiner,  and  no  refer- 
ence is  therefore  made  to  his  testimony. 

All  special  examiners  concur  in  recommending  the  claim  as  meri- 
torious. 

The  soldier's  claim  was  allowed  for  rheumatism  January  30, 1894, 
at  $8  per  month,  and  rejected  as  to  disease  of  lungs  and  malarial 
poisoning. 

The  Medical  !Referee,  in  an  opinion,  November  1,  1895,  points  out 
what  he  deems  some  discrepancies  in  the  testimony  of  the  attendant 
physician  between  that  given  before  the  special  examiner  and  that  con- 
tained in  affidavits  subsequently  filed.  The  reputation  of  this  witness 
is  unchallenged,  and  it  is  more  reasonable  to  accept  his  testimony  given 
the  day  after  soldier's  death  as  correct,  the  facts  being  then  fresh  in  his 
memory.  In  closing  his  opinion,  at  page  6,  the  Medical  Beferee  states  . 
as  follows : 

I  am  willing  to  admit  that  the  soldier  had  disease  of  heart,  due  to  rheumatism,  wbiefa 
to  some  extent  was  a  factor  in  the  case,  but  I  can  not  concede  that  this  was  the  prepon- 
derating canse  of  death  in  view  of  the  condition  of  the  lung  described,  and  henoe  under 
the  decision  in  the  claim  of  the  widow  of  Nicholas  Fellows,  dated  September  13,  1895, 
the  rejection  of  claim  was  proper. 

The  decision  above  referred  to  held  as  follows : 

It  is  a  well-settled  rule  of  practice  in  the  Bureau,  sustained  by  depfulimental  dedstons, 
tliat  where  the  death  of  a  soldier  ensues  from  two  causes  one  of  which  is  not  the  result 
of  service,  and  is  as  potent  a  factor  as  the  other  the  widow  has  no  title  to  pension. 

In  an  opinion  rendered  by  the  Medical  Referee  March  30,  1894,  he 
st.ated  as  follows : 

The  clinical  history  of  this  case  shows  that  the  soldier  from  discharge  up  to  the  date 
of  his  death  had  suffered  from  repeated  attacks  of  rheumatism  which  had  caused  con- 
siderable deformity  of  the  hands  and  feet.    Tlie  medical  certificate  of  examination  made 


DECISIONS   RELATING   TO   PENSIONS.  281 

October  1, 1890,  over  two  years  prior  to  soldier's  death,  shows  that  he  was  then  suffering 
Czom  well  marked  organic  disease  of  heart  most  probably  a  result  of  rheumatism. 

The  physician  who  attended  the  soldier  in  his  fatal  illness,  in  a  deposition  taken  by 
flk  special  examiner,  states  that  **  the  soldier  had  a  well  defined  rheumatic  heart,  and  in 
bis  last  sickness  had  some  cardiac  pain.  That  the  immediate  cause  of  death  was  due  to 
beart  failure  superinduced  by  rheumatism  and  pneumonia." 

All  the  &cts  presented  in  the  testimony  tend  to  show  that  rheumatism  and  resulting 
disease  of  heart  were  important  contributory  factors  in  the  cause  of  soldier's  death. 

In  Yiew  of  the  fact  that  it  can  not  be  determined  with  any  degree  of  oertainty  which 
of  the  two  diseases  was  the  predominant  cause  or  contributed  most  towards  producing 
death,  it  is  believed  that  the  widow  should  be  allowed  the  benefit  of  the  doubt  upon 
tihis  point,  and  the  claim  be  approved  for  admission  on  the  ground  that  death  resulted 
from  disease  of  lungs  and  heart  due  to  cause  which  has  been  legally  accepted. 

While  there  may  be  some  doubt  as  to  whether  soldier  died  of  lung 
disease  or  disease  of  heart,  yet  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  evidence 
fairly  shows  that  the  germs  which  culminated  in  disease  of  lungs  were 
planted  during  his  military  service,  and  that  if  any  doubt  exists  on  this 
point  it  should  be  resolved  in  favor  of  the  claimant. 

This  case  therefore  does  not  come  within  the  rule  announced  in  the 
^Nicholas  Fellows  case,  but  is  within  the  rule  announced  in  the  cases 
cf  Mary  F.  Snider  (4  P.  D.,  2) ;  Caroline  Bierbaum  (ibid.,  172),  and 
Mary  A.  Cox  (3  P.  D.,  313). 

In  the  Snider  case  it  was  held  that  where  the  evidence  shows  that  it 
is  more  probable  that  soldier's  death  was  due  to  his  military  service 
than  otherwise,  his  widow  is  entitled  to  pension.  In  the  Bierbaum 
case  it  was  held  that  where  death  resulted  from  two  or  more  causes, 
some  due  and  some  not  due  to  service,  if  the  disability  or  disabilities 
not  due  to  service  would  not  probably  have  produced  death,  inde- 
pendent of  the  disability  of  service  origin,  death  will  be  accepted  as 
due  to  the  service. 

In  the  Cox  case  it  was  held  that  where  the  evidence,  lay  and  medical, 
goes  to  show  that  the  cause  for  which  pension  was  granted  was  com- 
plicated with  a  disease  which  was  the  immediate  cause  of  soldier's 
death,  the  Department  will  sustain  the  widow's  claim  for  pension  on 
account  of  soldier's  death  from  said  complication  of  causes,  holding 
the  same  for  pensionable  purposes  to  be  due  to  the  military  service. 

See  also  the  case  of  Lucretia  Garrett  (4  P.  D.,  385)  ;  Isaminta  Ellis 
(Pen.  Dig.,  1885,  142)  ;  Mary  Schernecker  (ibid.,  143). 

Underlying  all  these  cases  is  the  rule  of  public  policy  that  the  pension 
laws  should  be  construed  and  executed  in  the  liberal  and  generous  spirit 
which  prompted  their  enactment,  and  when  reasonable  doubts  can  not 
be  resolved  by  evidence,  presumptions  should  incline  toward  the  claim- 
ant. This  rule  announced  as  early  as  January  17,  1866,  by  Secretary 
Harlan  in  the  case  of  Mary  Jane  Vimont,  No.  65,351,  and  reiterated 
by  Secretary  Delano  on  January  29, 1874,  in  the  case  of  Mary  A.  Benner, 
No.  137,738  (Fen.  Dig.,  1885,  397),  was  applied  by  me>  Vu  XXve^  ^"Sije.^  ^^ 
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Lydia  Young  (8  P.  D.,  98),  in  which  the  claimant  was  given  the  benefit 
of  the  presumption  that  soldier  died  of  disease  contracted  in  theservioe 
and  in  line  of  duty. 

That  reasonable  doubts  exist  as  to  the  exact  cause  of  soldier's  death 
is  evidenced  by  the  conflicting  opinions  of  the  Medical  Befin^  yet  in 
view  of  all  the  evidence  it  is  more  reasonable  to  assume  that  his  death 
was  due  to  his  military  service  than  to  assume  that  it  was  not. 

I  am  therefore  of  the  opinion  that  the  action  appealed  from  should 
be  reversed,  and  it  is  so -ordered. 


" 


-  * 


» -^ 


face  brief-practice-appkai*. 
Alfred  Barlow. 

Where,  in  a  olaim  for  iDcreaae  to  $50  per  month,  on  account  of  the  necenky  for 
periodical  aid  and  attendance,  there  is  nothing  to  show  final  official  action,  except 
medical  slips  and  a  brief  indorsement  on  the  case  jacket,  appeal  will  be  dismisBed 
in  order  that  action  on  the  merits  of  the  claim  may  be  taken  by  the  Barean  on  a 
properly-prepared  face  brief,  showing  definitely  legal  and  medical  conclusions  u  tio 
all  disabilities  and  claims. 

AmstarU  Secretary   John   M,    Reynolds   to   the    Commissioner   of  Peiwioni, 

October  10,  1896. 

This  pensioner,  who  is  receiving  $45  per  month,  on  account  of  Ices 
of  right  arm,  filed  claims  in  July,  1887,  and  September,  1888,  alleging 
additional  disability  from  chronic  diarrhea,  and  resulting  hernia,  and 
lameness  of  right  leg ;  also,  on  account  of  helplessness,  requiring  con- 
stant aid  and  attendance  of  another  person.  Action  was  taken  in 
these  claims  July  20,  1894,  by  the  following  indorsement  on  the  &oe 
brief: 

Amputation  of  right  arm  above  elbow,  $45.     Chronic  diarrhea,  ^.     No  special 
results.     Combined  rate  not  to  exceed  $45. 

Nothing  was  said  as  to  the  necessity  for  aid  and  attendance. 

The  pensioner  filed  a  statement  January  28,  1896,  giving  an  account 
of  his  condition,  and  how  the  hernia  was  a  result  of  chronic  diarrhea, 
and  showing  why  he  required  aid  and  attendance.  In  the  meantime 
he  had  been  ordered  for  a  test  medical  examination,  which  was  held 
January  22, 1896.  The  certificate  of  this  examination,  besides  describ- 
ing the  condition  of  the  amputated  arm,  also  describes  a  serious  condi- 
tion of  the  stomach  and  bowels,  presumably  from  the  effects  of  the 
diarrhea,  and  which  is  rated  at  \\.  Other  disabilities  are  likewise 
described,  as  umbilical  hernia,  inguinal  hernia,  and  disease  of  right 
leg.    It  is  further  stated  in  said  certificate  that  pensioner  requires 
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frequent  and  periodical  aid  and  attendance,  and  this  nece&sity  appears 
to  proceed  largely  from  the  condition  of  the  bowels  and  rectum. 

A  face  brief  was  made  in  the  case,  but  no  action  was  taken  thereon, 
and  the  only  disposition  made  of  the  claim  for  increase  to  $50  per 
month  was  by  medical  slips,  one  of  which,  dated  March  6,  1896, 
states — 

That  the  medical  examination  of  January  22, 1896,  shows  a  permanent  disability  dae 
te  duonic  diarrhea,  nmbilical  hernia,  and  disease  of  right  leg.  The  question  of  rate 
<^i4i  only  be  determined    when  medical   action  is    taken    on  legally-approTed  new 

^disabilities. 

The  other  slip,  dated  April  4,  1896,  states — 

The  new  disability  approved  did  not  warrant  any  increase  of  rate.  Frequent  and 
l^riodical  aid  and  attendance  of  another  person,  aside  from  that  incident  to  loss  of 
dght  arm,  is  not  shown.     Action  of  July  20,  1894,  was  proper  and  is  adhered  to. 

As  appears  by  indorsement  on  the  case  jacket,  the  pensioner  was 
informed,  April  10,  1896,  that  "  $45  rate  was  proper,  and  no  action  was 
pending."  Appeal  from  this  disposition  of  the  claim  was  made  August 
3, 1896,  by  P.  J.  Lockwood,  attorney,  who  refers  to  certain  evidence  on 
£le,  and  insists  that  it  clearly  shows  pensioner  is  entitled  to  $50  per 
month. 

The  action  as  to  the  claim  for  increased  rating,  as  indicated  by  the 
last  medical  slip  quoted,  may  be  a  correct  conclusion  on  the  merits  of 
the  claim,  but  no  reasons  are  stated  for  such  conclusion,  and  the 
manner  in  which  the  claim  is  disposed  of  seems  entirely  irregular.  It 
is  evident  that  the  claim  was  reopened  for  consideration  after  the 
action  of  July  20,  1894,  was  taken,  and  the  readjudication  should  have 
been  in  due  form  on  a  proper  face  brief.  In  the  appeal  of  Sarah  I. 
Beese  (7  P.  D.,  368),  the  following  language  is  used: 

The  pending  claim  is  not  in  proper  condition  for  oonsideration  by  the  Department. 
It  should  be  carefully  briefed,  the  history  of  the  case  fully  set  forth  upon  the  face  brief 
showing  definitely  that  final  official  action  has  been  taken,  and  the  grounds  of  rejection 
dearly  stated. 

As  has  been  repeatedly  held,  the  Department  does  not  assume  original  jurisdiction. 
Final  action  in  your  Bureau,  as  indicated  upon  the  face  brief,  should  be  definite  and 
conclusive  in  character,  to  the  end  that  in  case  an  appeal  be  filed  the  alleged  spedfica- 
tions  of  error  may  be  clearly  defined  and  the  issue  squarely  presented. 

This  is  important,  for  the  reason  that  the  allegations  of  an  appellant  are  frequently 
not  stated.  They  are  often  erroneous,  having  been  made  under  a  misapprehension  as 
to  the  law  and  evidence,  or  perhaps  due  to  a  wrong  impression  as  to  the  true  grounds  of 
rejection. 

The  impropriety  of  sending  a  claim  to  the  rejected  files  upon  a  simple,  abbreviated, 
and  often  indefinite  and  illegible  indorsement  upon  the  jacket,  is  therefore  apxtarent. 

It  is  deemed  proper  to  return  the  papers  in  the  widow's  claim,  to  which  the  appeal 
relAtes,  for  a  proper  adjudication  of  the  same,  as  suggested. 

This  statement  applies  with  equal  force  to  the  case  under  considera- 
tion.    The  face  brief  should  show  the  final  official  acUoii.    T\i^a  ^^^^^ 
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will  be,  therefore,  dismissed  and  the  papers  returned  for  the  parpoee 
indicated. 

It  may  be  remarked  that  the  legal  action  should  definitely  dispose  of 
each  disability  and  claim  and  medical  indorsements,  showing  final  ood- 
elusion,  should  be  on  the  face  brief. 


MABBIAGB— INDIAX  ANB  COIiOBED  SOLDIEBS-SECTIOX  4705,  REVISED 

STATUTES. 

MiNOBS  OF  George  Babkeb,  alias  Garrett. 

The  mother  of  the  claimants  is  shown  not  to  have  lived  with  the  soldier  as  his  wife  np 
to  the  date  of  his  enlistment,  soldier  having  died  in  the  service,  and  her  marria^ 
can  not  be  recognized  nnder  section  4705,  Revised  Statutes,  nor  can  the  claimants  be 
considered  as  his  children  for  pensionable  purposes.     (William  Toller,  7  P.  D.,  545.  i 

Assistant    Secretary  John   M,   Reynolds   to   the    Commissioner   of   PengiorUj 

October  10,  1896. 

Amanda  Barker,  now  Conway,  filed  a  claim  September  21, 1889,  for 
pension  under  the  general  law  (No.  622,825),  as  widow  of  G^eo^ge  Barker, 
alias  Garrett,  late  of  Company  B,  One  hundred  and  seventeenth  United 
States  Colored  Infantry.  This  claim  was  rejected 'October  28,  1891,  on 
the  ground  that  after  special  investigation  it  has  not  been  shown  that 
claimant  is  soldier's  legal  widow.  Subsequently  on  October  25,  and 
November  20, 1895,  claims  were  filed  by  James  Lewis  Garrett  and  Henry 
Garrett,  as  children  of  said  soldier.  These  were  also  rejected  Jannan' 
30, 1896,  on  the  ground  that  special  examination  fails  to  show  that  the 
mother  of  the  claimants  was  the  legal  wife  of  the  soldier  or  that  claim- 
ants are  his  legitimate  children. 

From  the  action  in  the  last  named  claims  appeal  was  taken  September 
3,  1896,  by  C.  D.  Pennebaker,  attorney,  who  cites  the  departmental 
decision  in  the  case  of  the  minor  of  Sanford  Boswell  (6  P.  D.,  235),  as 
sustaining  such  appeal. 

The  essential  facts  in  this  case  are  these :  The  mother  of  these  claim- 
ants and  the  soldier  were  married  according  to  the  slave  custom  about 
1849,  and  lived  together  thereafter  till  January,  1854.  The  soldier  then 
abandoned  his  wife,  and  very  little  is  stated  as  to  his  whereabouts  np 
to  his  enlistment,  July  15,  1864.  He  was  in  service  but  little  over  a 
month,  dying  August  18,  1864,  of  typhoid  fever.  While  he  lived  with 
the  mother  of  these  claimants  three  children  were  born,  these  two  and 
one  other  who  has  since  died.  About  1859  another  child  was  bom, 
supposed  to  be  the  child  of  one  Jim  Duncan.  In  1862  still  another 
child  was  born  which  the  mother  admits  was  the  child  of  her  last  hus- 
band^ Conway,     She  had  taken,  "up  witti  Con'N'i^b^  ««mfe\xTafe  \«fiwt^  this^ 
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sknd  oontinued  to  live  with  him  as  his  wife,  other  children  being  born 
sfciter  the  close  of  the  war. 

Thus,  the  mother  of  these  claimants  is  shown  not  to  be  the  legal 
^^pvidow  of  the  soldier,  and  the  claimants  can  not  be  regarded  as  his 
legitimate  children  under  the  provisions  of  section  4705,  Revised. Stat- 
utes, which  are  as  follows : 


The  wido-ws  of  colored  and  Indian  aoldieis  and  sailors  who  have  died,  or  shall  here- 
sfclier  die,  by  reason  of  wounds  or  injuries  received,  or  casualty  received,  or  disease  con- 
^aacted,  in  the  military  or  naval  service  of  the  United  States  and  in  the  line  of  duty, 
fidiall  be  entitled  to  receive  the  pension  provided  by  law  without  other  evidence  of  mar- 
riage than  satisfactory  proof  that  the  parties  were  joined  in  marriage  by  some  ceremony 
deemed  by  them  obligatory,  or  habitually  recognized  each  other  as  man  and  wife  and 
-were  so  recognized  by  their  neighbors,  and  lived  together  as  such  up  to  the  date  of  enlist- 
ment, when  such  soldier  or  sailor  died  in  the  service,  or,  if  otherwise,  to  date  of  death; 
^uid  the  children  bom  of  any  marriage  so  proved  shall  be  deemed  and  held  to  be  lawful 
crfaildren  of  such  soldier  or  sailor. 

The  mother  insisted  that  she  did  live  with  soldier  till  his  enlistment, 
l)ut  the  evidence  clearly  disproves  this  and  shows  the  facts  as  above 
given. 

The  attorney  in  his  appeal  concedes  that  the  marriage  is  not  proven 
as  required  by  the  section  quoted,  because  the  soldier  and  the  mother 
cf  claimants  did  not  live  together  as  husband  and  wife  till  his  enlist- 
ment. But  he  insists  that  these  claimants  were  bom  while  they  were 
living  together  between  1849  and  1854,  and  they  are  therefore  legitimate, 
said  their  rights  are  not  affected  by  the  subsequent  separation  of  the 
parents.  As  stated,  he  cites  in  support  of  this  position  the  decision  in 
the  Boswell  case. 

It  is  a  fact  that  such  was  the  holding  in  the  Boswell  case,  and  in  pre- 
vious decisions  in  the  cases  of  Joseph  Grain  (4  P.  D.,  358),  Emily  Latham 
(5  P.  D.,  170),  and  John  Pendleton  (5  P.  D.,  217).  But  these  were 
expressly  overruled  in  my  decision  of  December  22, 1893,  in  the  case  of 
the  minors  of  William  Toller  (7  P.  D.,  545),  wherein  the  original  hold- 
ing of  the  Department  in  the  case  of  Peter  Williams  (2  P.  D.,  383), 
was  restated  and  adhered  to. 

Under  slavery  no  such  thing  as  legal  marriages  or  legitimacy  of  chil- 
dren was  recognized  in  law,  and  section  4705,  Revised  Statutes,  was 
enacted  specially  to  fix  the  conditions  under  which  these  might  be  recog- 
nized and  proved.  It  is  therefore  only  when  a  marriage  of  slaves  is  so 
proved  as  that  section  provides  that  it  is  legal  for  pensionable  purposes, 
and  it  is  only  the  children  of  a  marriage  so  proved  that  can  be  regarded 
as  pensionable. 

These  claimants  do  not  come  within  the  rule  as  indicated  in  the 
Williams  and  Toller  decisions,  and  they  are  not  entitled  to  a  pension. 
The  rejection  of  the  claim  was  proper  and  is  affirmed. 
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SERVICE. 

Samuel  McCann. 

A  claimant  who  is  pensioned  for  a  disability  inoarred  in  the  service  and  line  of  dniy  » 
not  entitled  to  additional  pension  on  account  of  a  woand  received  after  his  diaoluBiie 
from  the  service  while  arresting  a  deserter,  though  acting  under  written  orden  from 
an  acting  provost-marshal,  for  the  reason  that  he  was  not  at  the  time  of  receiving 
said  wound  an  officer  or  enlisted  man  in  the  Army,  Navy  or  Marine  Coipe,  nor  a 
provost-marshal,  deputy  provost-marshal,  or  enrolling  officer. 

Assistant  Secretary  John   M.   Reynolds  to    the    Commissioner    of  Petumi, 

October  10,  1896. 

Appellant,  late  of  Company  E,  Seventh  West  Virginia  Infantry,  is  a 
pensioner  at  $12  per  month  (Certificate  No.  346,027),  on  acconnt  of 
rheumatism  and  resulting  disease  of  heart,  diarrhea  and  resulting  difi- 
ease  of  rectum.  He  filed  a  claim  December  12,  1890,  for  additional 
pension  on  account  of  loss  of  left  eye,  the  result  of  gunshot  wound  of 
the  head,  received  while  attempting  to  arrest  deserters,  under  orders 
from  an  acting  deputy  provost-marshal. 

This  claim  was  rejected  February  21,  1896,  on  the  ground  that  the 
loss  of  left  eye  was  not  incurred  in  the  service  of  the  United  States,  as 
shown  by  claimant's  own  statement.  Appeal  was  taken  August  24, 
1896,  on  the  contention  that  as  appellant  was  acting  under  the  order  of 
a  deputy  marshal,  he  was  as  much  in  the  service  of  the  United  States 
as  the  marshal  himself. 

The  appellant  was  in  service  in  Company  E,  Seventh  West  Virginia 
Infantry,  but  was  discharged  therefrom  November  22, 1862,  on  surgeon's 
certificate  of  disability.  He  is  pensioned  for  the  disabilities  contracted 
while  in  said  service.  The  loss  of  left  eye,  for  which  the  present  claim 
is  made,  occurred  in  1864.  Claimant's  account  of  the  manner  in  which 
he  lost  his  eye  is  as  follows :  He  was  at  his  home  in  Greene  County,  Pa., 
in  the  spring  of  1864,  when  he  received  a  written  order  from  William 
Buffle,  a  deputy  under  Eli  Cope,  the  provost  marshal  of  Fayette  County, 
Pa.,  to  arrest  two  deserters  from  his  old  regiment.  These  deserters 
were  James  M.  Sangston  and  Otho  Herrington,  and  in  the  attempt  to 
arrest  them  he  was  shot  by  one  of  them  through  the  head,  causing  the 
loss  of  his  left  eye.  This  statement  is  corroborated  by  the  affidavits 
of  Buffle,  the  acting  deputy  provost-marshal,  and  of  James  M.  Sangston, 
one  of  the  deserters.  Buffle  states  that  he  gave  appellant  the  order  to 
arrest  the  men  wherever  he  could  find  them,  and  he  was  shot  while 
obeying  the  order.  Sangston  states  he  read  the  order,  being  shown  it 
by  appellant  when  he  came  up  with  Herrington  and  himself,  and  sup- 
posed appellant  was  acting  under  proper  authority ;  that  the  three  were 
in  a  room  when  Herrington  slipped  up  behind  appellant  and  shot  him 
^n  the  head  with  a  pistol. 
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This  does  not  give  appellant  a  pensionable  status,  as  it  does  not  appear 
)m  these  statements  or  any  other  evidence  in  the  case  that  appellant 
iasMi  any  r^nlar  appointment  as  a  deputy  provost-marshal.  The  only 
booB  of  his  claim  is  that  when  he  received  his  wound  he  was  acting 
mnder  the  order  of  an  acting  deputy  provost-marshal. 

The  fifth  paragraph  of  section  4693,  Revised  Statutes,  p:*ovides  pen- 
ision  for — 

Any  provost  marshal,  deputy  proTOSt-marshal,  or  enroUing  officer  disabled,  by  reason 
<sf  any  wound  or  injury,  received  in  the  dischaige  of  his  duty,  to  procure  his  subsistence 
by  manual  labor. 

In  neither  the  position  named  nor  the  condition  described  does  the 
Skppellant's  case  come  within  the  scope  of  this  law,  and  there  is  no  other 
provision  of  law  for  allowing  him  pension  for  the  loss  of  his  left  eye. 

The  rejection  of  the  claim  was  proper  and  is  affirmed. 


appeaii-pbacnce-marriage— evidence. 
Mabt  a.  Reynolds  (widow). 

1.  An  appeal  duly  executed  by  claimant,  but  filed  by  a  disbarred  attorney,  will  be  treated 

as  an  appeal  by  such  claimant  in  his  or  her  own  proper  person,  but  the  attorney  will 

not  be  recognized. 
^  As  it  appears  that  soldier  was  married  previous  to  his  marriage  to  the  claimant,  proof 

of  a  prima  facie  valid  marriage  between  soldier  and  claimant  is  not  sufficient,  in  the 

absence  of  proof  of  the  death  or  divorce  of  the  first  wife. 

Jbgidant  Secretary  John  M.   Reynolds    to   the    Commiamner  of   Pensions, 

October  10,  1896. 

Claimant,  as  the  widow  of  Moses  8.  Reynolds,  late  of  Company  I, 
Second  Ohio  Heavy  Artillery,  on  July  26, 1896,  filed  an  appeal  from  the 
action  of  your  Barean  of  July  9, 1896,  rejecting  her  claim  (No.  600,818), 
filed  August  27, 1894,  for  widow's  pension  on  the  ground  of  her  inability 
to  prove  title  as  widow  of  soldier  by  showing  death  or  divorce  of  soldier 
from  his  first  wife. 

It  is  contended  by  your  Bureau  that  the  appeal  should  be  dismissed 
under  Kule  5,  Rules  of  Practice,  as  it  was  presented  through  J.  S.  Brown, 
of  Knoxville,  Tenn.,  who  was  disbarred  December  16,  1895.  The  rule 
of  the  Department  in  such  cases  is  to  recognize  the  appeal  when  duly 
executed  by  a  claimant,  as  an  appeal  in  person,  and  not  an  appeal  on 
behalf  of  claimant  by  or  through  the  disbarred  attorney,  within  the 
meaning  of  said  rule. 

The  claimant  has  the  right  of  appeal.  She  has  evidenced  her  desire 
to  exercise  such  right  by  duly  executing  an  appeal,  and  so  much  of  said 
appeal  as  containe  the  power  of  attorney  appointing  ^"ft  ^\«cjQL'aKvSife^ 
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attorney  to  appear  for  her  is  disregarded  as  unauthorized,  and  the  appeal 
is  accepted  as  her  appeal  in  person. 

The  appeal  will  therefore  so  be  considered  and  treated  in  this  case. 

It  is  contended  by  claimant  in  substance  that  she  has  established  a 
legal  marriage  under  the  laws  of  Tennessee,  and  that  the  action  reject- 
ing her  claim  was  therefore  illegal ;  that  in  order  to  defeat  her  daim  it 
is  incumbent  on  the  Government  to  show  that  soldier's  first  wife  is 
living  and  undivorced  at  date  of  her  alleged  marriage  to  soldier. 

Claimant  testified  before  a  special  examiner  that  soldier  was  married 
three  times,  and  that  he  informed  her  that  he  parted  from  his  first  wife, 
and  that  it  was  not  possible  for  her  to  prove  that  soldier's  first  wife  got 
a  divorce  from  him. 

In  cases  of  this  nature,  proof  of  a  prima  fade  valid  marriage  is  not 
sufficient  to  give  title  to  pension,  but  the  burden  of  proof  is  upon  the 
claimant  to  establish  the  death  of  soldier's  first  wife  or  divorce  from 
her  prior  to  date  of  marriage  of  claimant  to  soldier.  This  becomes 
necessary  for  the  reason  that  if  soldier's  first  wife  is  living  and  nndi- 
vorced,  she  has  superior  right  to  a  claim  for  pension  as  soldier's  widow; 
besides  if  soldier  married  claimant  prior  to  the  death  or  divorce  of  first 
wife,  then  the  marriage  to  claimant  is  void,  not  voidable  merely. 

The  action  appealed  from  was  therefore  not  error,  and  the  same  is 
accordingly  affirmed. 

BEIMBirBSEMENT-FBAUD  OB  MISTAKE. 

NoBMAN  Davis. 

1.  The  claimant,  prior  to  the  allowance  of  pension  for  ventral  hernia,  stated  that  be 
had  a  lump  or  tumor  on  his  abdomen  prior  to  enlistment,  and  the  Bureau,  after 
special  examination,  decided  that  said  lump  or  tumor  was  not  a  hernia,  and  allowed 
his  claim  for  pension  on  account  of  hernia,  but  subsequently,  after  further  inveBki- 
gation,  reversed  its  former  decision  and  terminated  such  pension. 

Held,  That  the  facts  do  not  justify  imputing  frand  to  the  claimant,  and  the  withholdiDg 
of  current  pension  due  him  for  another  disability  in  order  to  recover  the  amount 
paid  for  hernia  was  erroneoas. 

Assistant   Secretary  John   M.   Reynolds   to   the    Commissioner   of  PensiofUj 

October  10,  1896. 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  filed  July  18, 1896,  by  C.  E.  Foote,  of 
Kalamazoo,  Mich.,  from  the  action  of  your  Bureau  in  the  matter  of  t^e 
pension  of  Norman  Davis,  Company  I,  Nineteenth  Michigan  Infantry 
(Certificate  No.  119,165). 

It  appears  that  the  soldier  first  applied  for  pension  on  the  29th  of 
April,  1870,  alleging  disability  from  disease  of  eyes  contracted  daring 
Jus  military  service.    He  "was  aWo^ed.  ^ixs\otl  toe  ^c^s&Riadg^  ^l  ^^'^ 
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872.  On  August  15^  1886,  he  filed  a  claim  for  additional  pension  on 
bCGOunt  of  a  ventral  hernia.  This  claim  was  also  allowed,  and  he 
received  pension  for  both  disabilities  until  March  3,  1892,  when  pay- 
nent  was  suspended  pending  a  special  examination.  Upon  the  evidence 
obtained  by  the  special  examiner  your  Bureau  held  that  the  hernia 
originated  before  enlistment.  On  August  30,  1893,  a  new  certificate 
WBS  issued  authorizing  the  continuance  of  pension  on  account  of  disease 
•f  eyes,  at  the  rate  of  $12  per  month  from  March  4,  1892,,  but  providing 
:hat  payment  of  the  same  should  be  withheld  until  the  Government 
»honld  be  reimbursed  for  the  amount  erroneously  paid  on  account  of 
lemia.  It  is  contended  on  appeal  that  the  withholding  of  the  pension 
w  disease  of  eyes  in  order  to  reimburse  the  Government  for  money 
aeld  to  have  been  erroneously  paid  on  account  of  rupture  was  illegal 
»nd  contrary  to  precedent. 

It  is  well  settled  that  the  only  cases  in  which  overpayments  of  pension 
money  can  be  recovered  by  withholding  payments  of  accruing  pension 
are  cases  in  which  the  overpayment  was  the  result  of  either  actual  fraud 
on  the  part  of  the  pensioner  or  of  mistake  of  fact.  There  can  be  no 
recovery  where  the  overpayment  resulted  from  an  error  of  judgment. 
(Bond  and  Engle,  4  P.  D.,  263;  W.  W.  Dudley,  6  P.  D.,  205;  Samuel 
^V.  Keys,  7  P.  D.,  78;  Martha  A.  Rogers,  7  P.  D.,  90;  Christian  May, 
SP.  D.,  71.) 

There  was  no  mistake  of  fact  in  this  case.  The  only  question  which 
we  have  to  consider  is  whether  the  pension  allowed  for  ventral  hernia 
%Fas  procured  by  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  pensioner. 

He  stated  in  his  declaration  filed  August  5,  1886,  that  the  rupture 
was  caused  by  overstraining  himself  while  assisting  in  clearing  camp 
grounds  at  Dowagiac,  Mich.,  in  September,  1862,  and  was  afterwards 
greatly  enlarged  by  overexertion  while  shoveling  in  a  rifle  pit  near  Cin- 
cinnati, Ohio.  He  enlisted  on  the  7th  of  August,  1862,  and  was  dis- 
chai^ed  from  service  January  19,  1863,  upon  a  surgeon's  certificate  of 
disability  containing  the  following  statement : 

He  states  that  on  or  aboat  the  10th  day  of  September  last,  while  lifting  at  a  handspike 
was  ruptured. 

He  reenlisted  December  30, 1863,  and  was  finally  discharged  May  25, 
1865,  upon  a  certificate  of  disability  stating : 

Has  hernia  (ambilical).     While  building  breastworks  he  fell  in  carrying  a  log. 

To  a  special  examiner  of  the  Bureau  of  Pensions  who  interviewed 
him  on  July  24,  1888  (prior  to  the  adjudication  of  the  claim)  he  said : 

From  the  time  I  was  a  little  boy  there  was  a  lump  about  the  size  of  a  quail's  egg  right 
above  the  navel  a  little  to  the  right,  and  I  used  to  call  it  my  little  bunch,  and  Dr.  Leader, 
of  Pokagou,  now  dead,  called  it  a  wen;  and  when  I  was  examined  I  called  the  attention 
^*t  Dr.  Tompkins  and  Dr.  Bennett,  our  regimental  doctors,  to  it  (at  the  tiiue  I  was  exam- 
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ined  for  enlistment  in  Angast,  1862),  and  they  called  it  a  tumor  and  accepted  me,  a 
I  was  mastered.  The  lamp  has  never  given  me  any  troable.  It  never  increased  insi 
till  after  my  strain  at  Dowagiao  while  in  camp.  When  we  were  in  camp  at  Dova^ 
we  were  cleaning  off  the  ground  and  there  was  a  little  scrub  oak  which  had  been  ( 
down,  and  I  said  to  Gillon  '  *  let  us  carry  it  off. "  I  took  hold  of  it  and  raised  up  quid 
and,  as  I  did  so,  something  snapped  and  there  then  followed  the  breach.  There  m 
protrusion  and  the  lump  at  once  swelled  to  the  size  of  a  shacked  walnut.  «  *  *  ' 
ventral  hernia  is  where  the  lump  always  has  been  since  I  was  a  child.  *  *  *  ^i 
I  was  examined  the  second  time  in  January,  1864,  I  confess  I  practiced  a  little  deoep 
to  prevent  the  doctors  seeing  my  hernia. 

Dr.  Tompkins  and  Dr.  Bennett,  who  were  assistant  surgeons  of 
Nineteenth  Michigan  Infantry,  testified  that  their  examinatiou  of 
enlisted  men  of  that  regiment  was  very  rigid,  and  that  they  were  | 
ticularly  careful  to  examine  for  hernia.  They  were  both  positive  i 
if  the  claimant  had  had  a  hernia  when  he  enlisted  they  would  1 
detected  it  and  would  not  have  accepted  him.  Patrick  J.  Gillon  t 
fied  that  while  he  and  the  claimant  were  engaged  in  cleaning  up  c 
at  Dowagiac,  Mich.,  and  while  carrying  a  log  the  claimant  sudd 
dropped  his  end  saying  that  he  was  hurt,  and  then  sat  down  on  th< 
and  put  both  hands  on  his  stomach.  Witness  told  him  if  he  was 
to  go  back  to  his  tent,  and  he  did  so  after  a  few  minutes.  Witness  n 
saw  the  injury  and  does  not  know  personally  what  the  nature  of  it 

Upon  the  foregoing  evidence  the  claim  based  on  hernia  was  alio 
Subsequently  a  letter  reached  your  Bureau  stating  that  the  pensi 
was  ruptured  before  he  entered  the  Army,  whereupon  another  sp 
examination  was  had  which  developed  the  following  testimony : 

Newton  Cairlee  (the  writer  of  the  letter  referred  to)  testified  thi 
had  known  the  claimant  from  boyhood  and  knew  that  he  had  a  ru] 
before  he  entered  the  Army.  Once  when  witness  was  about  17  year 
they  were  scuffling  and  claimant  said  ^^  hold  on,  my  breach  is  do 
and  stopped  and  put  it  back.  Witness  had  heard  him  speak  alx 
before  that — was  sure  the  rupture  was  in  one  of  his  groins  but  < 
not  say  on  which  side — did  not  remember  seeing  any  lump  or  swe 
above  his  navel. 

Francis  M.  Hardenbrook  testified  that  he  had  no  personal  know! 
that  the  claimant  was  ruptured  prior  to  his  enlistment  but  had  I 
that  he  was. 

Reason  Davis,  claimant's  brother,  testified  that  for  a  year  or 
prior  to  the  war  claimant  had  a  bunch  or  rupture  near  the  pit  o 
stomach  several  inches  above  his  navel.  Witness  saw  it.  It  was  j 
the  size  of  a  hen^s  egg  and  it  stood  out  or  bulged  out  from  his 
about  one-half  an  inch.  Witness  often  saw  him  press  or  push  the  b 
back  and  let  it  come  out  again,  and  then  push  it  back  again;  di< 
know  how  it  was  contracted — it  had  been  in  the  same  place  ever  £ 
but  had  grown  much  larger.    At  Gravel  Pit,  near  the  mouth  of  the  !kl 
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iver,  in  the  fall  of  1862,  the  bunch  or  rupture  got  to  be  very  trouble- 
me,  and  he  had  to  take  to  his  bed,  and  was  sent  to  hospital  and  dis- 
larged  for  disability. 

I  think  there  can  not  be  a  reasonable  doubt  that  the  claimant's  ventral 
emia  existexi  before  his  enlistment,  and  your  action  in  terminating 
ension  for  said  disability  was,  therefore,  proper,  but  it  does  not  follow 
iiat  the  claimant  was  guilty  of  fraud  in  the  procurement  of  such  pension. 

It  is  a  general  rule  that  fraud  will  not  be  presumed  but  must  be  proved, 
Bd  the  burden  of  proof  is  on  the  party  alleging  the  fraud.  It  is  also 
«ld  '*  that  a  man  who  alleges  fraud  must  clearly  and  distinctly  prove 
he  fraud  he  alleges  *'  and  it  must  be  proved  by  evidence  so  clear  and 
trong  as  to  produce  satisfactory  conviction.  (Green  v.  Caldwell,  14 
ra.,  207.)  Mere  suspicion  does  not  amount  to  proof  A  misrepresent- 
tion,  to  constitute  fraud,  must  be  relied  upon  by  the  party  to  whom  it 
t  made  or  whose  action  it  is  intended  to  influence.  And  if  a  person 
jlies  upon  his  own  judgment  where  he  has  full  knowledge,  he  can  not 
)mplain  of  misrepresentations.  (For  authorities  see  decision  in  case 
f  Christian  May,  8  P.  D.,  71.) 
Fraud  is  defined  as — 

Deception  practiced  in  order  to  induce  another  to  part  with  property  or  to  sarrender 
me  legal  right  and  which  accomplishes  the  end  designed.     (Cooley  on  Torts,  474.) 

It  may  consist  in  the  statement  of  what  is  false,  or  in  the  concealment 
'  what  is  true.  (Am.  and  Eng.  Ency.  of  L.,  vol.  8,  p.  635.) 
The  claimant  stated  to  a  special  examiner  in  July,  1888,  that  he  had 
lump  or  bunch  on  his  abdomen  where  the  hernia  now  is  prior  to  his 
ilistment.  It  has  not  been  proved  that  he  knew  the  lump  was  a  hernia, 
ir  does  it  appear  that  the  Bureau  of  Pensions  relied  upon  his  state- 
Bnt  as  to  the  character  of  the  lump.  If  it  did  it  ought  not  to  have 
»ne  so.  Having  knowledge  of  the  existence  before  enlistment  of  a 
mp  or  tumor  at  the  site  of  the  hernia,  it  was  the  plain  duty  of  the 
ireau  to  have  made  a  thorough  investigation  in  regard  to  the  character 
such  lump  or  tumor.  If  it  acted  upon  insufficient  evidence,  or  if  it 
IS  mistaken  in  the  conclusions  drawn  from  the  evidence,  that  was  an 
ror  of  judgment  merely  and  affords  no  ground  for  imputing  fraud  to 
e  claimant. 

Your  action  in  withholding  current  pension  for  the  purpose  of  recover- 
g  the  amount  erroneously  paid  on  account  of  hernia  is  therefore  held 
have  been  without  authority  of  law  and  contrary  to  precedent,  and 
reversed. 
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special.  examination— evidence. 

William  Strong. 


No  evidence  whatever  of  origin  of  alleged  disability  having  been  filed  a  prima  fiMneew  ) 
is  not  made  out,  and  it  is  not  the  duty  of  the  Bnrean  to  hold  a  special  ezaminatiQo 
in  order  to  try  to  establish  the  claim. 

Assistant  Secretary  John  M,   Reynolds    fo    the    Commissioner  of  Fenmnt, 

October  10,  1896. 

Appellant,  William  Strong,  late  of  Company  I,  Ninety-fourth  New 
York  Infantry,  and  ship's  cook,  United  States  Navy,  filed  claims  Decem- 
ber 2, 1895,  under  both  the  general  laws  and  act  of  June  27, 1890.  The 
latter  claim  has  been  allowed  at  $6  per  month  on  account  of  disahility 
from  rheumatism,  which  is  the  same  disability  alleged  to  be  the  result 
of  typhoid  fever,  for  which  claim  is  made  under  the  general  law.  The 
former  claim  waja  rejected  August  1,  1896,  on  the  ground  of  no  record 
of  the  alleged  typhoid  fever,  ague,  and  resulting  rheumatism,  and  claim- 
ant has  declared  his  inability  to  furnish  the  required  proof  connecting 
same  with  the  service  and  line  of  duty.  From  this  action  appeal  was 
filed  August  31,  1896,  on  the  contention  that  as  the  claim  was  specially 
examined  as  to  the  identity  of  the  claimant  it  should  have  been  also 
examined  as  to  its  merits,  as  the  special  examiner  must  have  seen  some 
of  claimant's  comrades. 

There  is  no  other  basis  of  the  appeal  and  in  this  appellant  is  mis- 
taken, because  the  special  examiner  only  saw  claimant  and  his  attorney 
in  order  to  clear  up  a  mistake  as  to  the  number  of  an  old  claim,  and  as 
to  claimant's  identity  with  the  claimant  in  that  case.  It  being  ascer- 
tained that  another  claimant  of  the  same  name  had  filed  a  claim  which 
was  given  the  number  appropriated  by  claimant,  and  the  matter  being 
straightened  out  no  further  investigation  was  made.  The  special  exam- 
iner did  not  see  comrades  of  claimant  because  no  evidence  from  any 
source  had  been  filed  to  make  a  prima  &cie  case,  and  there  was  no  basis 
for  further  special  investigation. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  claimant  had  stated  in  an  affidavit  that  be 
was  unable  to  remember  his  officers  and  comrades  by  whom  he  could 
prove  origin  of  his  disability  in  the  naval  service.  He  was  in  tbe 
military  service  from  November  25, 1861,  to  October  7, 1862,  and  in  the 
naval  service  on  the  ships  Qreat  Western  and  Oriole  from  February  22, 
1865,  to  August  20, 1865.  He  does  not  claim  for  any  disability  incurred 
in  the  military  service,  and  only  for  typhoid  or  malarial  fever  in  the 
naval  service,  stating  that  the  rheumatism  is  a  result  of  this  fever,  and 
did  net  come  on  till  three  or  four  years  after  discharge. 

Under  this  condition  of  the  claim,  without  any  evidence  whatever  to 
start  with,  it  could  hardly  be,  expected  tVv^t  «k.  w^^«\«.l  examiner  oould 
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[nake  out  a  case  for  the  claimant.  It  is  his  duty  and  that  of  his  attor- 
imey  to  file  such  evidence  as  will  at  least  make  a  prima  facie  case,  and 
when  this  is  done,  if  there  appears  to  be  merit  in  the  claim,  the  Bureau 
«rill  render  such  assistance  by  special  examination  as  seems  proper. 

The  rejection  of  the  claim  was  proper  and  is  affirmed.  It  may  be 
stated  however,  that  it  would  be  advisable  to  furnish  claimant's  attorney 
with  the  names  and  addresses  of  such  officers  and  comrades  in  the  naval 
service  as  may  be  found  in  the  files  of  the  Bureau,  and  if,  at  any  time, 
Ime  shall  be  able  to  furnish  evidence  of  origin,  the  claim  can  be  reopened. 


accrued  pensiox— pending  ci^aim. 
Henry  Groppb  (deceased). 

1 .  When  the  daim  of  a  soldier  for  pension  or  increase  of  pension  was  rejected  by  the 

CommiaBioner  of  Pensions  during  his  life,  and  he  died  so  soon  thereafter  that  he  had 
no  opportunity  to  ask  for  a  reoonsideration  of  the  case  or  to  take  an  appeal  to  this 
Department,  the  claim  may  be  reopened  after  his  death  and  prosecuted  by  or  on 
behalf  of  the  widow  or  children. 

2.  When  a  soldier's  claim  for  pension  stands  rejected  by  the  Bureau  of  Pensions  at  the 

time  of  his  death  on  the  ground  that  the  records  of  the  War  Department  show  a 
certain  fact,  upon  which  alone  rejection  is  based,  which  is  subsequently  determined 
by  that  Department  to  have  been  erroneous  and  is  corrected  accordingly,  such  claim 
will  be  considered  as  pending  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  of  March  2,  1895. 

3.  When  the  claim  of  a  soldier  for  pension  or  for  increase  of  pension  was  rejected  prior 

to  his  death^  and  no  appeal  was  taken  by  him  from  such  action,  and  no  motion  for 
reoonsideration  made,  and  when,  from  the  lapse  of  time  and  the  circumstances  of  the 
case  it  may  reasonably  be  inferred  that  the  claim  had  been  abandoned,  it  must  be 
held  that  at  his  death  he  had  no  claim  pending  and  that  his  widow  is  not  entitled 
under  the  act  of  March  2,  1895,  which  is  the  only  law  now  in  force  relating  to  the 
payment  of  accrued  pension,  to  reopen  and  prosecute  such  rejected  invalid  claim. 
Each  claim  of  this  class  must,  however,  be  adjudicated  on  the  facts  in  that  par- 
ticular case. 
A.  The  evidence  in  the  case  does  not  show  that  applicant's  ability  to  earn  a  support  by 
manual  labor  was  materially  diminished,  and  no  pension  is  allowable. 

Amstant  Secretary  John   M,   Reynolds    to    the    Commissioner    of  Pensions j 

October  10,  1896, 

Henry  Groppe  filed  his  original  application  for  pension  under  the  act 
of  June  27,  1890,  on  the  15th  of  February,  1892.  He  alleged  that  he 
was  one-half  disabled  for  earning  a  support  by  manual  labor  because  of 
^Usability  from  rheumatism.  On  the  22d  of  October,  1892,  Mr.  Groppe 
filed  an  affidavit  containing  all  the  averments  necessary  to  a  declara- 
tion, in  which  he  alleged  that  he  contracted  heart  disease  and  dyspepsia 
about  June,  1886,  and  that  to  the  best  of  his  knowledge  said  diseases 
^re  of  a  permanent  charaeter. 
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The  claim  was  rejected  March  21, 1894,  on  the  ground  that  there  was 
no  ratable  disability  from  rheumatism,  heart  disease  or  dyspepsia,  under 
the  act  of  June  27,  1890.     He  died  on  the  30th  of  March,  1894. 

On  the  9th  of  December,  1895,  an  appeal  from  the  action  of  the 
Bureau  of  Pensions  was  filed,  the  contention  being  that  the  medical  and 
other  testimony  shows  that  applicant  was  disabled  for  earning  a  sup- 
port hy  manual  labor. 

It  was  held  by  this  Department  in  the  decision  of  February  23, 1895. 
in  the  pension  claim  of  John  U.  Jones  (No.  462,460),  that  when  an 
application  of  a  soldier  for  pension  is  rejected  before  his  death  it  can 
not  be  reopened  after  his  death  ;  that  a  claim  rejected  by  the  Commis- 
sioner of  Pensions  is  not  a  pending  claim  within  the  meaning  of  section 
4718  of  the  Revised  Statutes.  The  act  of  March  2,  1895,  entitled  'An 
act  to  provide  for  the  payment  of  accrued  pension  in  certain  cases," 
now  stands  in  place  of  section  4718  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  which  sec- 
tion ha«  been  repealed. 

The  act  of  March  2,  1895,  referred  to,  reads  as  follows : 

Be  it  enacted  hy  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of  Ameritn 
in  Congress  asscmbledj  Tliat  from  and  after  the  twenty -eighth  (lay  of  September,  eighteen 
hundred  and  ninety-two,  the  accrued  pension  to  the  date  of  the  death  of  any  pensioner, 
or  of  any  person  entitled  to  a  pension  having  an  application  therefor  pending,  and 
whether  a  certificate  therefor  sliall  issue  prior  to  or  subsequent  to  the  death  of  such  peiv)n, 
shall,  in  the  case  of  a  person  pensioned,  or  applying  for  pension,  on  account  of  his  disa- 
bilities or  service,  be  paid,  first,  to  his  widow,  second,  if  there  is  no  widow,  to  his  child 
or  children,  under  the  age  of  sixteen  years  at  his  death;  third,  in  case  of  a  widow,  to 
her  minor  children  under  the  ago  of  sixteen  years  at  her  death.  Such  accrued  pension 
shall  not  be  considered  a  part  of  the  assets  of  the  estate  of  such  deceased  person,  nor  be 
liable  for  the  ]ieyment  of  the  debts  of  said  estate  in  any  case  whatsoever,  but  shall  inure 
to  the  sole  and  exclusive  benefit  of  the  widow  or  children.  And  if  no  widow  or  ciiild 
survive  such  pensioner,  and  in  case  of  his  last  surviving  child  who  was  such  minor  at 
his  death,  and  in  case  of  a  dependent  mother,  father,  sister,  or  brother,  no  payment  what- 
soever of  their  accrued  pension  sliall  be  made,  or  allowed  except  so  much  as  may  be 
necessary  to  reimburse  the  person  who  bore  the  expenses  of  their  last  sickness  and  banal 
if  they  did  not  leave  sufiicient  assets  to  meet  such  expense.  And  the  mailing  of  a  pen- 
sion check,  drawn  by  a  pension  agent  in  payment  of  a  pension  due,  to  the  address  of  a 
pensioner,  shall  constitute  payment  in  the  event  of  the  death  of  a  pensioner  subseqaent 
to  the  execution  of  a  voucher  therefor.  And  all  prior  laws  relating  to  the  payment  of 
accrued  pension  are  hereby  repealed. 

The  claim  of  John  U.  Jones,  referred  to,  had  been  rejected  about  one 
year  before  his  death  and  he  made  no  effort  to  reopen  it.  It  was  reopened 
upon  the  application  of  the  widow.  It  was  held  in  the  decision  in  said 
case  that  his  claim  having  been  rejected  and  not  reopened  during  his 
life  was  not  a  pending  claim  at  his  death,  and  that,  consequently,  the 
widow  had  no  title  thereunder  to  accrued  pension.  The  claim  was, 
however,  considered  upon  its  merits.  The  question  upon  which  it  was 
reopened  was  the  existence  of  disability  from  sunstroke.  As  the  only 
certiUcate  of  medical  examination  Tnade>  m  Wxa  eja»^  ^fc\&  t'ottiv  tka.t  there 
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mff-ere  '*  no  signs  of  sunstroke,"  it  was  held  that  the  decision  adverse  to 
■fM^e  claim  given  in  his  life  was  in  accordance  with  the  evidence,  and  the 
;^ine  was  affirmed.  The  decision  on  the  merits  of  the  claim  is 
ft.4lhered  to. 

That  decision  was  modified  by  the  decision  of  May  23,  1896,  in  the 
;>ension  claim  of  Jacob  Wolhart  (8  P.  D.,  226).  The  claim  of  said 
Wolhart  was  rejected  May  8,  1887,  on  the  ground  that  he  deserted. 
Daring  his  life  the  War  Department  refused  to  remove  the  charge  of 
flesertion.  Wolhart  died  on  the  8tli  of  June,  1892.  On  the  26th  of 
July,  1895,  the  War  Department  removed  the  charge  of  desertion  stand- 
iBg  against  him  on  the  rolls  of  his  company.  On  the  19th  of  September, 
1 895,  the  widow's  application  to  complete  said  claim  was  rejected  on 
tie  ground  that  the  claim  having  been  rejected  and  not  reopened  during 
tie  lifetime  of  the  soldier  it  could  not,  aft^r  his  death,  be  reopened  by 
any  person.     Upon  appeal  from  this  decision  the  Department  held  : 

First.  That  where  a  soldier's  claim  for  pension  stands  rejected,  at  the 
time  of  his  death,  on  the  ground  that  the  records  of  the  War  Depart- 
ment show  a  certain  fact  on  which  alone  the  rejection  is  based,  and  he 
applied  to  said  Department  for  correction  of  such  record,  which  is  sub- 
sequently determined  by  the  Department  to  have  been  erroneous  and 
Is  corrected  accordingly,  such  claim  will  be  considered  as  pending  within 
the  meaning  of  section  4718,  Revised  Statutes,  and  of  the  act  of  March 
2, 1895,  although  it  was  never  formally  reopened  during  his  lifetime, 
and  no  application  was  made  by  him  to  the  Bureau  of  Pensions  to  have 
it  reopened. 

Second.  That  where  a  soldier's  claim  stands  rejected,  at  the  time  of 
liis  death,  on  another  than  the  sole  ground  that  the  records  of  the  War 
Department  show  a  certain  fact  or  facts  and  he  made  no  effort  in  the 
Bureau  of  Pensions  to  reopen  it,  it  shall  be  considered  as  not  pending 
within  the  meaning  of  section  4718,  Revised  Statutes,  or  of  the  said  act 
of  March  2,  1895. 

It  seems  necessary,  however,  that  there.should  be  a  further  modifica- 
tion of  the  holding  that  a  rejected  claim  is  not  a  pending  claim  within 
the  meaning  of  the  law  relating  to  accrued  pension.     Certain  claims 
rejected  during  the  life  of  claimant  should  be  treated  as  cases  pending 
at  his  death.     The  claim  of  Henry  Groppe,  now  on  appeal,  was  rejected 
on  the  2l8t  of  March,  1894.     The  letter  from  the  Bureau  of  Pensions 
informing  the  attorney  of  the  action  of  rejection  was  dated  March  28, 
1894.     It  is  probable  that  it  was  not  received  by  him  before  the  death 
of  claimant.     But  whether  this  was  so  or  not,  there  was  evidently  no 
opportunity  for  the  filing  of  a  motion  for  reconsideration  or  an  appeal 
daring  his  life.     If  the  applicant  had  been  notified  of  the  action  of  the 
Bureau  of  ^Pensions,  and  a  reasonable  time  had  elapsed  before  his  death, 
daring  which  a  motion  for  reconsideration  or  an  appeal  m\^Vit  \va.v^  b^^v^ 
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made  but  was  not,  the  case  might  properly  have  been  treated  as  one 
finally  determined.  But,  under  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  it  is  not 
proper  that  it  should  be  so  treated,  and  the  appeal  taken  on  behalf  of 
the  widow  will  be  considered. 

The  husband  was  examined  on  the  Ist  of  June,  1892,  by  the  board  of 
surgeons  at  Washington,  Mo.,  who  reported  his  condition  as  follows: 

Heart  impulse  feebly  evident  to  palpation  only.  Area  slightly  inoreased.  First  scmod 
shortened.  Second  prolonged.  Dyspnoea  upon  exertion.  Diagnosis  dilatation.  Ito 
four-eighteenths. 

Tongue  furred  and  fissured.  Stomach  sensitive  to  pressure.  Liver  normal.  Diagnasis 
dyspepsia.     Rate  two-eighteenths. 

He  was  examined  on  the  6th  of  September,  1893,  by  the  board  of 
surgeons  at  Jefferson  City,  Mo.,  who  reported  as  follows: 

Motion  slightly  limited  in  left  shoulder  joint.  No  swelling.  There  seems  to  be  a 
slight  tenderness.  Soft  parts  normal.  Complains  of  pain  in  lumbar  muscles  and  there 
is  evidently  slight  i)ain  on  motion  of  these  parts.  No  atrophy.  Heart  normal  in  poE^i- 
tion,  size  and  action.     Other  joints,  muscles  and  tendons  normal. 

The  affidavit  of  Dr.  Louis  P.  Butler  was  filed  to  show  that  applicant 
suffered  from  attacks  of  rheumatism  and  indigestion. 

But  little  objective  evidence  of  disability  was  found  by  the  examining 
surgeons.  The  evidence  does  not  show  that  the  applicant  was  perma- 
nently disabled  in  such  a  degree  as  to  materially  impair  his  ability  to 
earn  a  support  by  manual  labor.  The  action  from  which  the  appeal  is 
taken  is  affirmed. 

The  holding  that  a  claim  rejected  during  the  life  of  the  claimant  and 
not  reopened  before  his  death,  is  not  a  pending  claim  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  law  relating  to  accrued  pension  is  further  modified,  and  the 
question  whether  a  claim  rejected  during  the  life  of  claimant  and  not 
reopened  before  his  death  will  be  determined  upon  the  facts  of  each 
particular  case,  but  a  few  suggestions  on  this  subject  may  be  made. 

When  an  appeal  has  been  taken  in  a  rejected  claim  during  the  life  of 
the  claimant,  and  the  action  of  the  Bureau  of  Pensions  rejecting  the 
same  upon  it«  merits  has  been  affirmed  by  the  Department  the  question 
involved  will  generally  be  regarded  as  finally  determined,  and  the  case 
will  not,  after  the  death  of  claimant,  be  reopened  with  a  view  to  the 
allowance  of  accrued  pension. 

When  a  claim  has  been  rejected  by  the  Bureau  of  Pensions  and  a 
reasonable  time  has  elapsed  in  which  a  motion  for  reconsideration  or 
an  appeal  might  have  been  made  but  was  not,  the  case  should  be  regarded 
as  finally  determined  and  it  should  not  be  reopened  after  the  death  of 
claimant.  The  ground  upon  which  a  claim  was  rejected  will  bear  some- 
what upon  the  question  whether  the  same  should  be  treated  after  the 
death  of  claimant  as  a  pending  claim,  and  an  invalid  claim  rejected 
during  the  life  of  claimant  on  the  ground  of  the  absence  of  evidence  of 
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iisability  will  generally,  after  the  death  of  claimant,  be  treated  as  finally 
«termined  by  such  rejection. 

When  a  soldier's  claim  for  pension  stands  rejected  by  the  Bureau  of 
tensions  at  the  time  of  his  death,  on  the  ground  that  the  records  of  the 
Wiur  Department  show  a  certain  fact  upon  which  alone  rejection  is  based, 
rhich  is  subsequently  determined  by  that  Department  to  have  been 
iToneous  and  is  corrected  accordingly,  such  claim  will  be  considered  as 
•ending  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  of  March  2,  1895. 

When  in  a  case  rejected  by  the  Bureau  of  Pensions  a  sufficient  time 
id  not  elapse  between  the  action  of  rejection  and  the  death  of  claimant 
o  allow  a  reasonable  opportunity  for  the  filing  of  an  application  for  the 
eeonsideration  of  the  case  by  the  Bureau  of  Pensions  or  an  appeal  to 
his  Dex>artment,  the  case  should  be  treated  for  a  reasonable  time  after 
he  death  of  claimant  as  a  case  pending  at  the  date  of  death.  But  a 
mse  in  which  an  adverse  decision  has  been,  by  the  continued  silence  of 
he  parties  to  whom  accrued  pension  would  be  payable,  acquiesced  in 
or  a  considerable  period  after  the  death  of  claimant,  should  be  regarded 
IS  finally  determined.  When  from  the  circumstances  of  the  case  it  may 
reasonably  be  inferred  that  it  had  been  abandoned,  it  should  not,  after 
leath  of  claimant,  be  regarded  as  a  pending  claim. 


attornbys-guardianship-practice— declaration. 

Minors  of  John  W.  Dine. 

Cn  a  claim  for  a  minor's  pension  under  the  act  of  Jane  27, 1890,  an  attorney  complies  with 
the  rales  of  practice  if  he  files  letters  of  guardianship  at  any  time  befoj-e  the  caae 
is  ready  for  adjudication  upon  its  merits. 

Asiistant   Secretary  John    M.    Rexjnolds   to    the    Commissiorier   of   Pensions j 

October  10,  1896. 

W.  C.  &  M.  Frazer,  of  Kansas  City,  Mo.,  August  8, 1896,  appealed  in 
the  matter  of  recognition  in  the  claim  for  a  helpless  minor's  pension 
under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  in  behalf  of  Cora  V.  Dine,  child  of 
John  W.  Dine,  late  of  Company  C,  Forty-first  Illinois  Volunteers 
[Certificate  No.  239,549). 

October  22,  1894,  appellants  filed  the  original  declaration.  They 
lied  no  evidence  until  May  23,  1896,  when  they  filed  the  claimant's 
.ffidavit. 

L.  C.  Wood  &  Co.,  of  Washington,  D.  C,  March  30,  1896,  filed  a 
uplicate  declaration,  and  on  the  same  day  they  filed  letters  of  guard- 
mship. 

The  appellants  were  denied  further  recognition  upon  \\i^  ^tOMTA\Jfta.\» 
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they  failed  to  file  the  necessary  evidence  to  establish  the  case ;  and  algo 
failed  to  file  letters  of  guardianship,  as  the  child  claimed  for  is  still  a 
minor. 

The  declaration  in  this  case,  filed  by  the  appellants,  was  executed  hj 
Sarah  J.  Dine,  the  mother  and  the  guardian  of  the  minor. 

In  the  case  of  Simon  P.  Showalters  (7  P.  D.,  478),  I  held  that— 

Under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  a  minor  may  file  a  declaration  and  proeecnte  his 
claim  in  person,  by  guardian  or  next  friend. 

In  that  case  mother  of  the  claimant,  who  had  not  been  appointed 
guardian,  applied  as  guardian.    It  was  held  that — 

In  such  cases  it  will  be  considered  that  the  application  is  made  by  the  next  friend  of 
the  minor. 

It  was  further  held  that — 

Before  payment  of  the  minor's  pension  a  guardian  roust  be  appointed,  and  when 
qualified  to  act  the  pension  should  be  paid  to  him  as  under  the  general  law. 

In  view  of  the  foregoing  it  can  not  now  be  consistently  held  that  an 
attorney  would  become  in  neglect  by  failing  to  file  letters  of  guardian- 
ship where  application  is  made  by  the  minor's  mother  as  guardian. 
For  the  declaration  is  a  valid  one,  and,  as  evidence  of  the  guardiansliip 
in  such  cases  need  not  be  filed  until  the  claim  isready  for  adjudication, 
there  is  no  ground  upon  which  neglect  can  be  assigned  until  the  allotted 
time  for  filing  proof  of  guardianship  has  expired. 

The  appellants  have  filed  no  evidence  except  that  noted.  They  con- 
tend that  it  was  only  necessary  to  hold  a  medical  examination,  and 
that  the  filing  of  a  declaration  completed  the  claim  so  far  as  the  se^ 
vices  of  an  attorney  were  required. 

It  appears  that  the  declaration  filed  by  the  appellants  is  a  valid  one, 
and  that  the  time  allotted  for  filing  of  letters  of  guardianship  and  cer- 
tificate has  not  expired.  Therefore,  as  the  appellants  are  not  in  neglect, 
the  action  of  the  Bureau  is  overruled. 


MARRIAGE-DIVORCE--EVIDE?rCE. 

LoDisKA  C.  Hyer  (wibow). 

Claimant  married  the  soldier  in  1865  or  1866,  in  the  State  of  New  York,  and  lived  with 
him  as  hi.s  wife  in  that  State  to  the  time  of  his  death  in  1893.  One  Sarah  Bntler. 
who  is  now  the  wife  of  one  Benham,  testified  that  she  was  married  to  said  soldier 
ten  years  hefore  the  war  by  a  Baptist  minister,  bat  that  jost  prior  to  her  marriage 
to  Benham  in  1864  she  procured  a  divorce  from  said  soldier  through  an  attorney  in 
New  York  City,  but  that  she  could  not  find  the  decree.  No  record  of  such  divorce 
has  been  found. 

Hcldy  That  as  the  eviden(*e  of  previous  marriage  rests  on  the  same  testimony  as  the 
evidence  of  divorce,  under  the  circxiwsiawcea,  mv^  V\v^  ^«c\a\«»».  oS.  ^^  <^R!^as^&<!^C 
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New  York  and  the  Sapreine  Court  of  the  Tnited  States,  claimant's  marriage  to 
soldier  may,  aa  the  case  now  stands,  be  held  valid;  but  as  the  case  appears  to  l>e 
susceptible  of  farther  proof,  the  same  is  reopened  ibr  farther  special  examination. 

isiitant    Secretary   John    M,    Reynolds    io    the    Commissioner    of  Penmnut, 

October  JO,  1S96, 

Claimant  filed  her  widow's  claim  on  July  24,  1893,  under  the  act  of 
fane  27,  1890.     Same  was  rejected  February  24,  1896,  on  the  ground 
-fchat  the  claimant  was  not  the  legal  widow  of  soldier.     An  appeal  filed 
3March  9,  1896,  alleged  that  rejection  is  contrary  to  law  and  fact. 
The  liistory  of  this  case  is  as  follows : 

Lodiska  C.  Wilbur  married  one  Martin  Green  in  the  year  1854.     He 
^ed  in  service,  and  his  widow,  the  said  Lodiska,  was  pensioned  there- 
_fbr.    She  remarried  in  the  fall  of  either  1865  or  1866  one  Albert  Hyer, 
and  upon  said  Hyer's  death  in  1893  she  applied  for  widow's  pension. 
It  appeared  upon  a  comparison  of  dates  that  she  had  drawn  pension 
and  bounty  money  as  the  widow  of  Green  for  a  period  of  time  after 
she  stated  that  she  had  married  Hyer,  and  the  case  was  sent  out  for 
special  examination  as  to  fraud.     Claimant  stoutly  denies  that  she 
€ver  received  any  pension  money  as  the  widow  of  Green  after  she 
became  the  wife  of  Hyer,  but  on  account  of  the  lapse  of  time  and  death 
of  witnesses,  etc.,  it  was  impossible  to  establish  facts.     The  conclusion, 
however,  seems  to  have  been  justly  arrived  at,  that  there  was  no  fraud- 
ulent intent  on  claimant's  part,  even  if  she  did  receive  the  money  after 
her  marriage  with  Hyer,  and  that  the  credibility  of  her  testimony  is 
not  affected  by  reason  of  the  foregoing.     Any  expression  of  opinion, 
however,  as  to  fraud  committed  is  expressly  disclaimed,  that  feature 
of  the  case  being  only  mentioned,  as  it  was  during  the  examination 
conducted  with  a  view  to  settling  that  point  that  the  foundation  of 
the  rejection  of  present  claim  was  laid.     It  was  well  established  during 
said  examination  that  Lodiska  Green,  widow,  married  Albert  Hyer  in 
September,  1865  or  1866,  probably  1865,  and  it  was  also  shown  that  for 
at  least  two  years  previous  to  Hyer's  enlistment  said  Hyer  was  living 
with  one  Sarah  Butler.     They  worked  in  the  same  hotel  at  that  time, 
leaving  one  day  with  the  announced  intention  of  being  married.     They 
Returned  in  a  couple  of  days,  stated  that  they  were  married,  although 
no  record  is  found  (none  being  necessary  at  that  date),  and  lived  there- 
Brfler  as  man  and  wife.     Some  years  previous  to  this  Sarah  Butler  had 
given  birth  to  a  child.     It  was  presumed  to  be  the  child  of  one  Benham, 
Who  had  left  her,  and  to  whom  she  had  not  at  that  time  been  married. 
In  August,  1862,  soldier  enlisted.     He  was  discharged  in  August,  1865, 
and  there  is  evidence  to  show  that  Hyer,  after  his  discharge,  caused  the 
arrest  of  his  reputed  wife  for  larceny  of  his  clothing  and  furniture,  and 
claimant  states  that  she^  Sarah,  swore  at  her  trial,  W\at  ^\ie>  ^\i<i^'^^'^ 
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had  never  been  married.    Claimant,  either  that  fall  or  the  next,  wasmw-  i 
ried  to  Hyer.    There  is  no  judicial  record  of  the  marriage  between  claim- 
ant and  Hyer,  none  being  necessary  in  the  State  of  New  York  at  that  ' 
time,  and  claimant  swears  that  she  turned  her  marriage  certificate  over  \ 
to  her  attorney  to  file  in  her  pension  claim  and  that  she  has  not  seen  it 
since.     This  marriage,  however,  is  unquestionably  established  by  wit- 
nesses and  bible  records,  and  was  performed  at  Gilbertsville,  N.  Y.,  by 
the  Rev.  Schofield.     Claimant  states  that  before  this  celebration  she 
questioned  soldier  as  to  his  reported  marriage  with  Sarah  Butler,  and 
he  denied  that  he  was  ever  married  to  her,  but  stated  that  she  was  bis 
mistress.    Claimant  has  borne  four  children  to  soldier  (the  oldest  having 
been  born  doubtless  in  1866)  two  others  of  whom  make  affidavits  in 
this  case. 

Upon  investigation  Sarah  Butler  was  found  in  Utica,  N.  Y.  She  state 
in  substance  that  she  was  married  to  Albert  Hyer  by  a  Baptist  ministei 
at  least  ten  years  before  the  war ;  that  she  had  a  certificate  of  marriagi 
but  does  not  know  whatever  became  of  it ;  that  she  lived  with  Hye 
as  his  wife  until  the  war  broke  out ;  that  she  never  lived  with  him  afte 
the  war,  and  that  she  procured  a  divorce  from  him  through  an  attome; 
in  New  York  City  by  the  name  of  Madison ;  that  she  had  a  copy  c 
the  decree  but  does  not  know  where  it  is.  She  exhibited  her  marriag 
certificate  to  Benham,  dated  May  7,  1864,  New  York  City.  She  stat^ 
that  her  divorce  was  obtained  just  before  she  married  Benham.  ] 
ahould  be  noted  that  all  affiants  are  of  unquestioned  reputation  for  trut 
and  that  Mrs.  Benham  is  of  excellent  general  repute.  Statements  b 
the  dead  soldier,  however,  are  not  considered  by  those  who  knew  hii 
as  reliable.  If  the  rejection  of  this  claim  as  it  now  stands  is  to  be  sui 
tained,  it  must  be  upon  the  theory  that  there  was  either  a  common  la 
or  ceremonial  marriage  between  Sarah  Butler  and  Albert  Hyer  previoi 
to  1862,  from  which  there  was  no  divorce. 

Was  there  a  common-law  marriage  ?  Proofs  vary  as  to  what  cor 
stitutes  a  common-law  marriage  in  the  State  of  New  York.  The  specis 
examiner  who  investigated  this  feature  believes  that  a  common-la^ 
marriage  has  been  made  out  on  account  of  the  acknowledged  genera 
reputation,  statements,  and  cohabitation  of  the  parties.  Proof  of  thes 
three  facts  combined  will  generally  be  held  to  be  sufficient  at  the  instanc 
of  third  parties  who  seek  redress  by  reason  of  the  existence  of  sue! 
facts  as  creditors,  children,  etc. ;  but  when  it  comes  only  to  a  questioi 
as  between  the  parties  themselves,  and  no  question  is  raised  by  thos 
who  claim  injury  by  having  regarded  the  parties  as  married,  then  i 
different  principle  is  involved  and  the  actual  bona  fide  intent  of  th 
parties  themselves  becomes  the  controlling  factor.  Representatioi 
reputation,  and  cohabitation  are  sometimes  sufficient  (9  Paige,  N.  Y 
Ch.,  611 ;  and  O'Gara  v.  Eisenlohr,  38  N.  Y.,  296).     I  do  not  not  thin) 
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tba^t  a  common-law  marriage  could  be  presumed  in  this  case,  especially 
in  the  light  of  the  other  evidence  which ,  if  in  favor  of  a  marriage,  tends 
to^irard  a  ceremonial  one. 

Was  there  a  ceremonial  marriage?    Sarah  Butler,  one  of  the  parties, 

says  emphatically  that  there  was.     She  has  no  marriage  certificate,  but 

says  that  at  one  time  she  did  have.    She  tells  virtually  the  same  story 

as  to  details  that  she  told  her  acquaintances  over  thirty  years  ago,  and 

it  is  upon  her  testimony  that  the  most  weight  should  be  placed,  her^s 

l^eing  direct  and  all  others  hearsay.     She  is  reported  by  the  special 

examiner  to  be  a  woman  of  excellent  reputation,  and  he  states  that  from 

lier  manner  and  general  demeanor  "  I  am  convinced  that  she  spoke  the 

truth."     Such  a  statement  from  one  who  had  the  witness  before  him  is 

entitled  to  great  consideration.    She  goes  on  to  state  that  before  the 

soldier  came  back  from  the  war  she  procured  a  divorce  from  him  and 

immediately  married  her  present  husband,  with  whom  she  has  lived  for 

over  thirty  years.    Search  has  been  had  in  the  courts  of  New  York  City 

and  of  Chenango  and  Otsego  Counties  for  said  decree  of  divorce,  but  I 

do  not  conceive  it  to  be  necessary  that  she  must  have  prosecuted  her 

suit  either  in  that  city  or  in  that  State. 

She  testifies  that  she  obtained  her  decree  before  he  came  back  from 
his  army  service.  I  do  not  think  that  a  failure  to  find  a  decree  of 
divorce  either  in  New  York  City  or  in  the  two  mentioned  counties 
should  conclude  the  case.  She  states  that  she  was  divorced.  So  long 
as  she  is  alive  and  bears  an  unquestioned  reputation  for  truth  her  testi- 
mony must  be  accepted  in  the  case  in  preference  to  any  amount  of 
hearsay  evidence,  and  it  is  upon  her  testimony  practically  that  we  must 
rely  for  proof  of  ceremonial  marriage  with  Hyer ;  for  the  same  reason 
that  we  accept  her  testimony  in  that  particular,  we  must  accept  it  as  to 
divorce,  unless  there  is  something  in  the  circumstances  of  the  case  to 
the  contrary ;  as  to  this,  as  the  case  stands,  the  presumptions  are  all 
with  her,  but  I  believe  them  to  be  capable  of  being  fortified  by  proof  of 
same  nature.  Her  husband,  Benham,  at  that  time  (in  1864)  knew  of 
the  connection  between  his  proposed  wife  and  Hyer,  and  it  is  not  to  be 
presumed  that  he  would  be  either  a  party  to  a  bigamous  marriage  or 
an  adulterous  cohabitation,  neither  would  the  same  be  presumed  against 
the  woman  he  married.  But  the  examination  of  Mrs.  Benham  did  not 
go  far  enough  to  settle  the  case  either  pro  or  con. 

It  is  a  well  accepted  doctrine  that  when  once  a  ceremonial  marriage 
has  been  shown  in  evidence,  that  the  law  raises  a  very  strong  presump- 
tion of  its  legality  that  increases  with  the  lapse  of  time  during  which 
the  parties  occupy  the  relation  of  man  and  wife,  and  which  can  only 
be  overthrown  by  the  proof  of  strong  and  convincing  facts  to  the  con- 
trary. This  doctrine  rests  upon  two  strong  presumptions  which  are 
founded  upon  public  policy  as  well  as  good  morals,  and  ^o^^lo\\v«^\^^\> 
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of  society  and  its  relation  to  the  Grovemment.  They  are  the  presump- 
tion of  innocence,  and  the  presumption  that  officials  have  done  their 
duty.  (I  Bishop  Mar.  Div.  and  Sep.,  Chap.  XXXI ;  and  Stewart  on 
M.  and  D.,  Chap.  XVIII.)  In  the  following  out  of  these  presumptions 
the  courts  of  the  States  of  Iowa,  Bianchard  v.  Lambert  (43  Iowa,  228), 
and  Mississippi,  Hull  w.  Rawles  (27  Miss.,  471),  courts  of  other  Stat« 
having  signified  their  willingness  to  so  hold,  have  gone  so  far  as  to  pre- 
sume a  divorce  without  evidence  in  order  to  hold  a  marriage  valid.  S( 
strongly  does  the  law  uphold  the  legality  of  a  marriage  that  it  ha 
resulted  in  the  maxim  semper  praisumitur  pro  matrimonio.  But,  how 
ever  the  general  doctrine  may  be,  or  the  courts  in  other  States  ha?( 
held,  the  courts  of  New  York,  under  whose  jurisdiction  the  interests 
parties  to  the  case  at  bar  have  always  resided,  have  laid  down  th 
doctrine  in  unequivocal  language.  A  long  line  of  cases,  both  in  chan 
eery  and  in  law,  reiterate  the  doctrine  heretofore  set  out  and  withou 
enlarging  upon  this  phase  of  the  question  by  numerous  citations  an* 
quotations  it  is  sufficient  to  quote  from  the  leading  case  of  CaujoUe  x 
Ferrie  (23  N.  Y.,  90),  in  which  Denio,  J.,  says: 

This  is  part  of  that  great  rule  which  supposes  legality  rather  than  criire,  and  demand 
a  construction  of  evidence  as  well  as  written  language  that  the  thing  may  rather  ba\ 
efTect  than  be  destroyed. 

This  expression  in  that  case  went  only  to  the  presumption  of  innc 
cence,  but  it  is  readily  seen  that  the  court  of  last  resort  in  New  Yor 
State  carries  the  doctrine  to  a  great  length,  when  it  states  that  it  demand 
a  construction  of  evidence  as  well  as  written  language  so  that  a  ma] 
riage  may  be  upheld.  In  one  of  the  numerous  suits  of  Mrs.  Gaines  i 
the  United  States  courts,  the  question  arose  as  to  whether  Mrs.  Gainc 
was  the  lawful  heir  of  David  Clark,  inasmuch  as  her  mother  (Zuline 
previous  to  her  marriage  with  Clark,  had  been  married  to  De  Grangi 
It  was  practically  upon  the  testimony  of  one  witness  who  testified  ths 
she  knew  De  Grange's  former  wife,  and  that  De  Grange  had  told  witnes 
that  when  he  married  Mrs.  Gaines'  mother  he  had  an  undivorced  wil 
living,  that  our  supreme  court  reversed  the  lower  court,  and  held  tha 
there  was  a  valid  marriage  between  Clark  and  Mrs.  Gaines'  mothei 
thus  virtuously  allowing  the  hearsay  evidence  of  one  witness  to  estal 
lish  the  validity  of  a  ceremonial  marriage.  As  to  this  testimony  th 
court  said : 

The  credit  of  this  witness  is  unassailed.  Here  then  is  proof  enough  of  a  subsistiD 
marriage  between  De  Grange  and  another  female,  when  he  married  Mrs.  Gaines'  motbei 
to  invalidate  the  latter.     (Patterson  v.  Gaines  6  How.,  582.  i 

This  latter  case  is  cited  to  show  how  far  our  supreme  court  has  gon 
in  upholding  the  validity  of  marriage,  where  such  marriage  has  beei 
proved,  followed  by  cohabitation  and  issue.  The  certificate  of  marriag 
between  Bcnham  and  his  wife  recites  one  of  the  parties  as  Miss  Sara) 
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Sutler,  which  might  lend  color  to  an  opposite  conclusion  as  a  suspicious 
circumstance,  still  divorced  women  often  resume  their  maiden  names 
iuid  the  question  raised  is  but  a  possibility,  and  to  again  quote  the 
<7aines  case,  supra : 

Poasibilities  are  the  enemies  of  truth.  *  *  *  They  have  no  standing  in  law  against 
a  violent  presumption  >vhicb  is  plena  probatio. 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  Mrs.  Benham  is  a  witness  of  undoubted 
integrity,  and  that  as  we  accept  proof  of  the  previous  marriage  of  Hyer 
upon  her  testimony,  so  must  we  accept,  as  the  case  now  stands,  the  fact 
of  the  divorce  upon  the  same  testimony  ;  the  showing  that  a  decree  of 
divorce  has  not  been  found  either  in  the  record  of  New  York  City  or  in 
Otsego  County  or  Chenango  County,  is  not  sufficient  to  overthrow  either 
her  direct  statement  or  the  cogent  presumption  of  law  that  attaches, 
but  as  I  have  said,  I  believe  the  case  susceptible  of  further  proof.  Both 
Mr.  and  Mrs.  Benham  should  be  closely  examined  as  to  facts  and  details 
connected  with  the  alleged  divorce,  and  such  examination  may  shed 
considerable  light  upon  the  case  which  now  rests  largely  upon  presump- 
tions. Search  should  also  be  made  for  the  attorney  Madison.  A  case 
should  not  be  decided  upon  disputable  presumptions  of  law  if  it  is  pos- 
sible to  rest  the  decision  upon  fact. 

The  action  appealed  from  is  set  aside,  and  the  case  reopened  for 
further  special  examination  and  procedure. 


fee— one  claim  one  fee. 

Minors  of  Eobert  C.  Banker  (claimant). 
James  A.  Mayhew  (attorney). 

1.  As  the  appellant  has  received  the  stipulated  fee  he  is  not  entitled  to  an  additional  one. 

2.  Gases  of  Sarah  Clark  (7  P.  D.,  47),  and  Hattie  G.  Dyer  (7  P.  D.,  160),  affirmed. 

Amgtant   Secretary   John    M,    Reynolds   to   Hie    Commissioner    of  Pensions, 

October  10,  1896. 

James  A.  Mayhew,  of  Plainview,  Ohio,  August  24,  1896,  appealed  in 
the  matter  of  fee  on  the  supplemental  issue  of  August  11,  1896,  in  the 
claim  under  the  general  law  of  the  widow  and  minors  of  Robert  C. 
Banker,  CJompany  A,  One  hundred  and  seventy-second  Ohio  National 
Guards  (Certiticate  Xo.  275,728). 

The  original  widow's  declaration  was  filed  June  7,  1889,  in  which 
pension  was  claimed  on  account  of  children  by  a  former  marriage  of 
the  soldier.  The  claim  was  allowed  on  September  25, 1890,  on  account 
of  the  widow  and  her  children  by  the  soldier,  but  no  penaiou  was  allo^^d 
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on  account  of  the  children  by  a  former  marriage.     The  appellant  iru 
the  attorney  in  the  case,  and  was  paid  a  fee  of  $25. 

August  24,  1891,  appellant  filed  a  supplemental  claim  for  increase  on 
account  of  the  minors  by  the  former  marriage.  He  afterwards  filed 
evidence  which  established  their  title,  and  on  August  11,  1896,  a  sup- 
plemental certificate  issued  to  allow  increase  for  them.  On  this  issue 
no  fee  was  certified  to  the  appellant,  hence  this  appeal. 

The  Department  has  held  that  several  applications  for  pension  in 
behalf  of  a  widow  and  the  minors  of  a  soldier  on  account  of  his  mili- 
tary service  and  death  constitute  but  a  single  claim,  and  has  invariably 
held  that  where  the  applications  are  made  through  the  same  attorney^ 
but  one  fee  can  be  allowed. 

In  the  case  of  Sarah  Clark  (7  P.  D.,  47),  and  Hattie  G.  Dyer  (7  P. 
D.,  160),  the  faots  were  similar  to  those  arising  in  the  case  at  bar, 
and  in  each  it  was  held  in  effect  that  a  second  fee  could  not  be  allowed 
for  securing  increase  of  pension  in  behalf  of  the  children  of  the  soldier 
by  a  former  marriage,  where  issue  had  been  made  on  account  of  the 
widow  and  her  children  by  the  soldier,  and  both  applications  were  filed 
by  the  same  attorney.  This  rule  still  meets  with  the  approbation  of 
the  Department,  therefore  the  action  of  the  Bureau  is  affirmed. 


evidence-record-origin. 

John  R.  Jones. 

I 

1.  Neither  record  Dor  medical  evidence  of  incurrence  or  treatment  in  service  are  abso- 

lutely essential  to  prove  service  oiigin;  but  an  absence  of  such  evidence  aboald  be   I 
satisfactorily  accounted  for,  as  a  claim  must  be  established  by  the  best  evidence  of 
which  the  case  in  its  nature  is  susceptible. 

2.  The  absence  of  record  or  medical  evidence  showing  existence  of  and  treatment  is 

the  service  for  a  disabling  cause,  alleged  as  a  basis  of  pension,  may,  under  certain 
circumstances,  be  a  valid  and  legal  ground  for  rejection. 

Amstant    Secretary    John   M,   Reynolds  to   the    Commimoner   of   Pengiom^ 

October  10,  1896, 

This  is  an  appeal  filed  July  13,  1896,  from  the  rejection  October  15, 
1894,  of  a  claim  under  the  general  law  (Certificate  No.  534,212),  decla- 
ration having  been  filed  September  1,  1884.  The  declaration  alleges 
rheumatism  ;  the  rejection  is  on  the  ground  of  no  record  and  no  satis- 
factory proof  of  service  origin,  although  aided  by  special  examination. 

The  appeal  is  based  upon  the  allegation  that  neither  a  record,  nor 
medical  evidence  of  disease  in  service  is  essential  to  establish  service 
origin,  that  evidence  on  file  does  establish  incurrence  and  continuance 
as  alleged.     A  further  ground  of  appeal  is  that,  no  reference  being 
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nade  to  disease  of  lungs  or  breast  alleged  in  supplemental  affidavit,  it 
is  concluded  that  said  alleged  disabilities  were  not  considered. 

Attorney  is  in  error  as  to  the  last  contention.  Rheumatism  was 
alleged  to  be  the  result  of  said  disabilities,  and  in  considering  rheuma- 
tism as  a  result,  the  alleged  causes  of  said  rheumatism  were  considered, 
wnd  are  embraced  in  the  rejection. 

It  is  true,  as  attorney  contends,  that  record  or  medical  evidence  of 
incurrence  or  treatment  in  service  is  not  an  absolute  necessity  to  prove 
service  origin  ;  still  either  their  presence  or  absence  may  go  very  far  in 
making  out  a  case  for  admission  or  rejection.  The  absence  of  certain 
essential  testimony,  and  the  inability  of  claimant  to  produce  it,  may, 
under  proper  circumstances,  be  a  perfectly  valid  and  legal  ground  for 
the  rejection  of  a  claim. 

The  presumption  certainly  is  that  if  a  soldier  suffers  from  any  disease 
or  injury  in  a  degree  that  incapacitates  him  for  service  he  will  be  given 
medical  treatment  by  those  in  authority,  and  the  presumption  goes 
further,  and  is  that  a  record  of  such  disability  and  treatment  therefor 
will  be  made.  It  therefore  follows  that  a  presumption  attaches  against 
an  allegation  of  severe  injury  or  illness  in  service,  not  found  of  record, 
or  not  strengthened  by  medical  evidence,  unless  the  lack  of  said  record 
and  medical  evidence  is  satisfactorily  accounted  for. 

Things  established  by  competent  and  satisfactory  evidence  are  said 
to  be  proved.  Satisfactory  evidence  is  but  another  name  for  sufficient 
evidence,  and  means — 

That  amoant  of  proof  which  ordinarily  satisfies  an  unprejudiced  mind  beyond 
reasonable  doubt.     (1  Greenleaf  Ev.,  Sec.  4.) 

In  the  case  at  bar  the  record  shows  that  no  regimental  hospital 
records  are  on  file  which  satisfactorily  accounts  for  its  absence,  and  no 
presumption  attaches  against  the  claim  by  reason  of  no  record.  The 
best  evidence,  therefore,  not  being  capable  of  production,  the  next  best 
is  that  of  treatment  during  service.  Claimant  states  that  he  believes 
that  the  surgeon  who  treated  him  during  service  is  dead. 

He  does  not  allege,  and  makes  no  showing  whatever,  that  he  has 
Endeavored  to  locate  said  surgeon.  He  thus  does  not  satisfactorily 
iccount  for  the  non-production  of  the  next  best  evidence  that  the 
*laim  is  capable  of,  and  by  his  own  act  allows  a  presumption  to  attach 
Lgainst  his  claim. 

Mr.  Greenleaf  states,  as  the  fourth  rule  with  production  of  evidence, 
hat  it  must  be — 

The  best  evidence  of  which  the  case  in  its  nature  is  susceptible. 

And  unless  a  satisfactory  reason  is  shown  why  such  evidence  is  not 
)roduced  the  case  must  fail  for  that  lack.  Now,  it  is  not  contended 
hat  strict  rules  of  evidence  shall  be  applied  to  pension  cases ;  on  the 

p.  D, VOL,   8 20 
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contrary,  great  liberty  is  and  should  be  allowed,  but  fundamental  prin- 
ciples may,  nevertheless,  and  ought  to  apply.  The  Grovernment  record> 
are  open  to  claimants,  and  he  has  had  the  benefit  of  a  special  examina- 
tion, yet  he  does  not  request  that  the  regimental  surgeon,  Dr.  Gardener, 
be  asked  to  testify,  simply  stating  that  the  said  surgeon  did  nothing 
but  give  him  some  liniment.  It  is  apparent,  I  think,  that  claimant  i*> 
satisfied  to  make  his  proof  by  secondary  evidence,  viz,  that  of  com- 
rades. His  captain  remembers  him,  but  recalls  no  sickness  or  eligi- 
bility but  that  of  the  measles.  His  corporal  remembers  him,  but  does 
not  recall  any  disability,  except  that  claimant  got  into  an  altercation 
with  a  comrade  and  was  struck  on  the  head.  Other  comrades  remem- 
ber that  he  had  the  measles,  and  some  remember  that  he  complained 
of  his  chest  and  had  a  cough.  The  different  medical  examinations  of 
claimant  show  that  his  heart  is  affected,  and  he  is  now  in  an  insane 
asylum,  but  an  examination  at  that  institution  fails  to  show  auv  indi- 
cation  of  rheumatism.  It  is  apparent  that  insanity  is  an  hereditary 
trait  in  claimant's  family,  and  that  alleged  disability  has  nothing  what-  ; 
ever  to  do  with  his  mental  condition. 

I  can  not  find  anything  in  the  evidence  that  would  warrant  a  belief, 
much  less  a  conclusion,  that  claimant  incurred  rheumatism  in  the 
service,  or  has  suffered  from  it  in  an  appreciable  degree  at  any  time 
since  discharge. 

The  action  appealed  from  is  affirmed. 


mixors— insane  minors-act  junk  87,  1800. 
Minors  of  AVilliam  F.  Pettit. 

The  third  section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  makes  no  grant  of  a  pension  to  an  iD.«ane. 
idiotic,  or  permanently  helpless  child  of  a  deceased  soldier  who  is  over  the  age  of 
16  years,  but  provides  onl^'  for  the  continuance  of  a  pension  heretofore  granted,  or 
hereafter  to  be  granted  to  such  a  minor  child  under  the  age  of  16  years,  or  to  a  y,ii\ov 
on  its  acconnt. 

AssUtant  Secretary  John    M,   Reynolds  to    the    Commisaiojier   of   Pemoiu. 

October  10,  1896. 

September  18,  1894,  George  T.  Pettit,  as  guardian  of  George  F. 
Pettit,  minor  child  of  William  F.  Pettit,  deceased,  late  of  Company  G, 
Sixteenth  New  York  Volunteers,  filed  a  claim  under  the  third  section 
of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  in  behalf  of  said  child. 

Said  claim  was  rejected  December  22,  1894,  on  the  ground  that  such 
child  was  never  on  the  pension  roll,  and  was  over  the  age  of  16  years 
when  the  claim  was  filed;  from  which  action  an  appeal  was  filed  August 
17,  1896. 
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Said  idiotic  child's  father,  the  soldier,  enlisted  October  3,  1864,  was 
iischarged  September  21,  1865,  and  was  killed  in  a  railroad  accident 
January  26,  1866. 

The  widow  filed  a  claim  for  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890, 
in  her  own  right,  August  27,  1890,  but  made  no  claim  for  pension  on 
account  of  said  child.  Pension  was  granted  her  December  3,  1891,  at 
tS  per  month,  which  she  still  enjoys. 

It  appears  that  appellant's  ward  is  over  35  years  old  and  has  been 
idiotic  since  birth,  but  the  widow  has  never  drawn  pension  on  its 
aecoaut.  and  the  child  can  not  be  pensioned  in  its  own  right.  There  is 
no  provision  of  law  by  which  a  minor,  or  idiotic,  or  insane  child  of  a 
soldier  can  be  pensioned  in  its  own  right  while  its  mother,  who  is  the 
widow  of  the  soldier,  survives  and  has  not  remarried.  This  was  held  in 
the  case  of  the  minors  of  Lafayette  G.  Howard  (ant.,  230),  decided 
June  30,  1896. 

Section  3  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  under  which  this  claim  is 
filed,  does  not  provide  for  pensioning  the  children  of  soldiers  over  the 
Sige  of  16  years  on  the  ground  alone  that  they  are  idiotic,  insane,  or 
otherwise  permanently  helpless. 

It  provides  that  in  case  of  the  death  or  remarriage  of  the  widow, 
eaving  a  child  or  children  of  such  officer  or  enlisted  man  under  the 
ige  of  16  years,  such  pension  (as  would  be  paid  the  widow)  shall  be 
aid  such  child  or  children  until  the  age  of  16 — 

Provided^  That  in  case  a  minor  child  is  insane,  idiotic,  or  otherwise  permanently  help- 
"ss,  the  pension  shall  continue  during  the  life  of  said  child,  or  during  the  period  of 
loh  disability. 

This  statute  only  provides  for  the  continuance  of  a  pension  already 
ranted  or  hereafter  to  be  granted  to  a  minor  under  16  years  of  age,  or 
>  the  widow  on  its  account.  It  makes  no  grant  direct  to  a  child  of  the 
tidier  who  is  over  16  years  of  age,  but  provides  that  when  the  pension 
i  granted  to  such  minor,  or  to  the  widow  on  its  account,  who  is  insane, 
liotic,  or  permanently  helpless,  such  pension  shall  continue  during  the 
fe  of  such  child  or  during  the  continuance  of  the  disability. 

No  pension  having  been  granted  this  child,  nor  to  the  widow  on  its 
ccount,  while  it  was  under  the  age  of  16  years,  and  no  right  to  a 
fusion  having  accrued  to  it  during  its  minority,  there  is  no  provision 
f  law  by  which  it  can  now  be  pensioned  as  the  surviving  child  of 
oldier. 

Your  action  is,  therefore,  affirmed. 
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disloyalty-section  4716,  revised  statutes. 

Anastatic  Capella. 

The  admissions  of  this  appellant  under  oath,  as  well  as  the  other  evidence  in  thiscL^e. 
show  that  he  rendered  volnntary  service  in  the  Confederate  army  during  the  latt 
war  of  the  rebellion,  and,  consecinently,  his  title  to  pension  is  barred  by  the  ]m>> 
visions  of  section  4716,  Revised  Statutes. 

Assistant  Secretary  John   M,    Reynolds    to    the    Commissioner  of  Perwiofw. 

October  10,  1896. 
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This  appellant  filed  in  your  Bureau  on  August  23,  1880,  an  applica- 
tion for  pension  under  the  provisions  of  the  general  law  based  on  ruptun-, 
alleged  to  have  been  incurred  in  line  of  duty  while  serving  as  a  private 
in  the  company  of  Capt.  R.  D.  Michler,  Independent  Florida  Mounted 
Volunteers,  during  the  Indian  war  of  1857-'58,  at  Fort  Pierce,  Fla.,iQ 
the  year  1858,  which  was  rejected  on  June  11,  1891,  upon  the  ground 
that  he  was  shown  to  have  rendered  voluntary  service  in  the  Confederate 
army  during  the  late  war  of  the  rebellion,  and  his  title  to  pension  va? 
barred  by  the  provisions  of  section  4716,  Revised  Statutes.  From  ^aid 
action  appeal  was  taken  August  28,  1896. 

The  evidence  in  this  case  shows  that  this  appellant  was  conscripted 
by  the  Confederate  authorities  in  June,  1862,  and  served  in  Captain 
Wescott's  company  of  Partisan  Rangers,  Confederate  States  Army. 
from  that  time  until  some  time  late  in  the  winter  of  1864,  when  he 
deserted.  It  appears  from  his  own  testimony  before  a  special  examiner 
however,  tliat  he  had  been  living,  just  prior  to  the  time  he  was  con- 
scripted, in  St.  Augustine,  Fla.,  which  was  at  that  time  in  the  possession 
of  the  forces  of  the  United  States,  and  that  he  voluntarily  left  that 
place  and  entered  the  Confederate  lines,  and  placed  himself  in  the  power 
of  the  Confederate  authorities  to  avoid  "arrest  and  persecution"  by  the 
Federal  authorities.  He  also  states  that  after  he  was  conscripted  he 
was  given  his  choice  by  the  enrolling  officer  of  volunteering  in  Captain 
Wescott's  company  or  of  being  sent  to  a  conscript  camp  in  northern 
Florida,  and  that  he  chose  the  forpier  alternative  and  joined  said  com- 
pany. The  testimony  further  shows  that  during  the  time  this  appellant 
belonged  to  it  Captain  Wescott's  company  was  a  body  of  irregular  troops 
("bushwhackers"),  in  which  but  little  semblance  of  military  drill  or 
discipline  was  maintained,  who  were  accustomed  to  move  around  that 
section  of  the  country  in  small  squads  and  groups,  engaged  in  foraging, 
picking  up  stragglers,  etc.,  and  that  there  was  no  time  during  thesir 
teen  or  neventeen  months  that  the  appellant  served  in  said  company 
when  he  could  not,  with  perfect  freedom  and  safety,  have  left  it  and 
returned  to  the  Union  lines  had  he  wished  to  do  so.  It  is  also  conclu- 
sively shown  by  appellant's  admiftsion^,  U\?v,t^V\^\i\v^  dvddftsfttt  said  com- 
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Kiny  he  was  not  prompted  or  induced  to  do  so  by  any  feeling  of  loyalty 
;o  the  Union  or  hostility  to  the  cause  of  the  rebellion,  but  because  said 
K>inpany  was  about  to  be  reorganized  and  incorporated  into  a  regular 
nilitary  organization  and  ordered  away  for  service  in  the  State  of  Vir- 
ginia; and  that  he  then  merely  returned  to  a  region  of  country  some 
□ailes  distant  from  St.  Augustine,  where  he  would  be  out  of  reach  of  the 
[Confederates,  and  engaged  in  truck  farming  during  the  remainder  of 
tlie  war  and  never  exhibited  his  loyalty  to  the  Grovernment  at  that  time 
in  any  other  way  than  by  taking  the  oath  of  allegiance,  which  was  nec- 
esssary  in  order  that  he  might  remain  there  unmolested,  and  be  enabled 
to  sell  the  proceeds  of  his  truck  patch  in  St.  Augustine. 

This  Department  held  in  deciding  the  appeal  of  A.  H.  Longee  (7  P. 
D.,  586),  that— 

^Vhe^e  there  is  a  record  of  service  in  the  Confederate  army,  whether  by  conscription 
i>r  otherwise,  such  record  failing  to  show  whether  such  service  was  voluntary  or  involuu- 
^ry,  it  will  be  presumed  that  service  was  volunlary,  but  such  presumption  may  be 
"^butted.     Where  service  in  the  Confederate  armv  is  shown     "  -     the  burden  of 

proof  is  on  the  claimant  to  show  that  such  service  was  not  voluntary.  The  suthciency 
^^  the  evidence  to  rebut  the  presumption  of  voluntary  service  in  the  Confederate  army 
^in-»t  depend  on  the  circumstances  of  each  particular  case. 

It  can  not  be  questioned  that  the  facts  shown  by  the  evidence  and 
tho  admissions  of  the  appellant  in  this  case  are  not  only  utterly  insuffi- 
^'ient  to  rebut  the  adverse  presumption  arising  from  his  Confederate 
Service,  but  establish  clearly  that  his  said  service  was  voluntary  within 
the  meaning  and  intent  of  section  4716,  Revised  Statutes,  which  pro- 
vides as  follows : 

Xo  money  on  account  of  pension  shall  be  paid  to  any  person,  or  to  the  widow,  children, 
or  heirs  of  any  deceased  person,  who  in  any  manner  voluntarily  engaged  in,  or  aided  or 
■betted  the  late  rebellion  against  the  authority  of  the  United  States. 

I  am,  therefore,  of  the  opinion  that  the  rejection  of  this  claim  upon 
the  ground  stated  was  not  error,  and  said  action  is  affirmed  accordingly. 


BECLARATION-DISABILITT— ACT  JUNE  27,  1800-COMMENCEMENT. 

George  A.  Browx. 

1*  If  a  claimant  shows  a  disability,  but  not  in  a  pensionable  degree,  under  an  original 
application,  and  a  subsequent  examination  shows  a  pensionable  degree  of  same 
disability,  he  must  file  a  new  declaration  to  cover  said  disability;  and  pension,  in 
Buchcase,  must  commence  from  the  date  of  the  application  at  which  a  pensionable 
degree  of  disability  is  shown. 

^-  Contention  as  to  rate  of  pension  must  be  made  primarily  to  the  Commissioner  of 
Pensions. 
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Assistant   Secretary    John    3L    Reynolds   to    the   Commissioner  of  Peniiw 

October  10,  1896, 

Appellant  filed  his  declaration  February  4,  1895,  under  the  act 
June  27,  1890,  alleging,  among  other  things,  heart  disease.  Claimir 
admitted  November  21,  1895  (Certificate  No.  898,892),  for  diseage 
chest.  An  appeal  is  filed  March  9,  1896,  on  the  ground  that  rate 
not  commensurate  with  disability  shown,  and  on  the  further  grou 
that  error  exists  as  to  the  date  of  the  commencement  of  pension. 

As  to  the  first  ground,  Rule  6  of  the  Second  Division  of  Rules 
Practice  in  Pension  Cases  provides  that  claimant  in  such  cases  m 
present  the  facts  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  and  obtain  his  nil 
thereon  before  an  appeal  will  lie.  This  not  having  been  done,  the  f 
ground  of  the  appeal  will  be  dismissed. 

Claimant  filed  his  original  declaration  on  September  3, 1890,  allegi 
among  other  things,  disease  of  (;hest  and  heart.  His  medical  examinat 
in  1891,  did  not  show  a  pensionable  degree  of  disability,  and  the  samec 
dition  was  shown  by  the  examination  in  1892.  On  November  8,  \i 
another  examination  did  show  a  pensionable  degree  of  disability  by  rea 
of  affection  of  the  heart.  It  was  apparent,  however,  that  the  diseas 
heart  found  was  functional  and  not  organic.  Claimant  was  notifie< 
file  another  application,  in  order  that  he  might  have  the  benefit  of 
facts  disclosed  at  the  last  examination.  This  was  done  on  Februar 
1895.  Claimant  was  again  examined  August.21,  1895,  and  the  re 
was  practically  the  same  as  that  disclosed  by  the  examination  in  1 
His  claim  was  accordingly  admitted  for  disease  of  chest.  Attoi 
contends  at  length  that  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  makes  it  obliga 
upon  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  to  date  the  pension  as  of  the 
of  the  filing  of  the  first  application,  and  in  support  of  such  conten 
he  quotes  from  said  aet  as  follows : 

Pension  shall  commence  from  the  date  of  filing  the  application  in  the  Peni^ion  I 
*  *     npon  proof  that  the  disability  then  existed,  and  shall  continue  durin) 

existence  of  the  same. 

It  would  seem  that  the  very  statute  quoted  in  support  of  the  coi 
tion  is  sufficient  authority  to  overthrow  it.  It  states  distinctly 
the  pension  shall  commence  upon  proof  that  the  disability  then  exi: 
Claimant  was  examined  under  his  original  declaration,  and  was  f< 
to  be  not  disabled  in  a  pensionable  degree,  and  under  the  stJ 
quoted  it  was  the  duty  of  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  to  rejec 
claim.  Wlien  it  was  found  upon  a  subsequent  examination  that  el 
ant  was  disabled  in  a  pensionable  degree  he  was  notified  to  file  am 
application.  In  the  case  at  bar  there  is  no  possible  warrant  for  c 
antV  pension  to  commence  at  any  other  date  than  that  of  the  fill 
the  declaration,  at  which  time  bis  \^eiv?5\ow^\A^  d^^v^e  of  disabil 
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lown  to  exist.  The  act  of  June  27,  1890,  declares  this,  and  the  act 
r  March  6,  1896,  bears  out  the  practice  of  the  Bureau  in  this  respect, 
^inst  which  the  attorney  so  strenuously  contends.  A  reference  of 
le  claim  to  the  Medical  Referee  discloses  the  fact  that  this  pension  is 
ranted  for  disability  arising  from  disease  of  the  heart,  specifically, 
ad  not  for  a  disability  arising  from  any  other  organ  or  organs,  of  the 
lest. 

The  appeal  as  to  its  first   contention  is  dismissed.     The  action  is 
firmed  as  to  the  second  contention. 


attornetship-forfeiture-neglect. 

Darwin  C.  Simpson  (claimant). 
P.  J.  Lock  WOOD  (attorney). 

be  Bnreaa  judges  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  evidence  filed  for  establishing  any  fact,  not 
the  attorney.  So  in  every  imtance,  where  an  attorney  fails  for  one  year  to  respond 
to  a  call  for  evidence,  upon  the  ground  that  the  evidence  called  for  is  unnecessary, 
such  failure  is  neglect. 

isistant    Secretary   John   M,    Reynolds    to    the    Commissioner    of  Peymons, 

October  10^  1896. 

P.  J.  Lockwood,  of  Washington,  D.  C,  August  13,  1896,  appealed  in 
le  matter  of  fee  on  the  issue  of  August  23,  1894,  in  the  claim  foraddi- 
onal  pension  under  the  general  laws,  of  Darwin  C.  Simpson,  late  of 
ompany  E,  One  hundred  and  forty-eighth  New  York  Infantry,  Certifl- 
ite  No.  342,380. 

The  appellant,  October  13, 1887,  filed  a  declaration  for  straight  increase 
ad  additional  pension  on  account  of  disability  due  to  rheumatism.  He 
led  evidence  May  28,  August  27,  and  September  17  and  28,  1888,  and 
»e  agreements  for  825  on  June  19,  1888. 

Certificate  issued  October  11,  1888,  to  allow  straight  increase,  and  a 
»e  of  810  was  paid  to  the  appellant. 

On  May  10,  1889,  he  was  called  upon  for  the  testimony  of  two  neigh- 
or  3  showing  continuance  of  rheumatism  each  year  since  claimant's 
ischarge.    The  appellant  never  filed  any  evidence  responsive  to  this  call. 

O.  L.  Mathews,  of  Lansing,  Mich.,  February  19,  1889,  filed  another 
eclaration  in  which  rheumatism  was  alleged.  He  filed  fee  agreements 
u-  825  on  September  26, 1890,  and  evidence  on  the  same  date,  February 
J,  and  October  27,  1891,  January  27  and  July  10,  1894,  which  com- 
leted  the  case. 

The  claim  was  allowed  August  23,  1894,  and  a  fee  of  815  was  paid  to 
le  appellant.  Subsequently  on  complaint  of  Mr.  Mathews  appellant 
as  required  to  refund,  hence  this  appeal. 
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Kefundment  was  demanded  on  the  ground  that  appellant  had  failed  I 
to  prima  facie  establish  the  case,  in  this  that  he  did  not  file  the  evidenoti  ^ 
necessary  under  the  rules  to  show  continuance  from  discharge,  and  had 
forfeited  his  rights  by  neglecting  the  case. 

The  appellant  submits  that  he  filed  the  testimon}"  of  Darius  A.  Howe, 
which  in  substance  was  that  Dr.  TeiTill,  deceased,  had  treated  the  * 
soldier  for  rheumatism  from  1865  to  the  date  of  the  doctor's  death  i 
(spring  of  1888)  ;  that  affiant  was  a  partner  of  Dr.  Howe  in  the  drug 
business,  and  had  personal  knowledge  of  the  facts  sworn  to. 

This  is  evidence  of  facts  from  which  it  can  be  inferred  that  the  sol- 
dier  had  rheumatism  ;  there  is  absence  of  a  direct  i)08itive  averment  of  i 
that  fact,  or  of  any  knowledge  of  it.  In  case  it  were  impossible  to 
comply  with  the  rules  as  to  testimony  required  the  testimonj^  filed  wonld 
be  worthy  of  consideration,  otherwise  it  is  deemed  insufficient,  as  any 
testimony  would  be  tending  to  establish  continuance  indirectly  and  infer- 
entiallj',  a  class  of  testimony  that  the  rules  exclude,  when  direct  and  | 
positive  testimony  can  be  obtained. 

Furthermore,  as  noted,  a  call  for  evidence  showing  continuance  \va^ 
made  May  16,  1889,  to  which  the  appellant  did  not  respond.  He  now 
justifies  his  failure  on  the  ground  that  the  evidence  called  for  was  unmn- 
essary ;  but  had  it  not  been  necessary  his  failure  to  adduce  the  addi- 
tional evidence  would  be  neglect,  unle.^s  it  appeared  that  such  evidence 
could  not  be,  and  why  it  could  not  be  obtained. 

The  Bureau  is  the  judge  of  the  sufficiency  of  the  evidence  filed,  not 
the  attorney ;  so  in  every  instance  where  an  attorney  fails  for  one  year 
to  respond  to  a  call  for  evidence,  upon  the  ground  that  the  evidence 
called  for  is  unnecessary,  such  failure  is  neglect. 

The  foregoing  conclusion  dispenses  with  a  further  consideration  of 
the  facts  in  the  case.  The  appellant  last  filed  evidence  September  28. 
1888,  became  in  neglect  one  year  from  that  date,  and  subsequently  wa.« 
superseded  in  the  attorneyship.  He  therefore  has  no  title  to  the  fee. 
As  he  wa&  called  upon  to  refund  for  the  foregoing  reasons,  the  action  of 
the  Bureau  is  affirmed. 


line  of  duty-violation  of  orders. 

Vincent  Paiar. 

1.  Where  soldier  was  shot  by  his  superior  ofticer  for  refasing  to  obey  bisorder,  he  can 

not  be  pensioned  for  disability  due  to  said  gunshot  wound  for  the  reason  that  said 
wound  was  not  iucurred  in  line  of  duty. 

2.  A  soldier  is  not  deemed  in  line  of  duty,  within  the  meaning  of  the  pension  laws,  when 

engajjed  in  the  violation  of  law,  or  of  any  rule,  order,  or  regulation  of  the  military 
service. 
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i^nt    Secretary   John   M.    Reynolds   to    the     Commimoner   of  Pensions^ 

October  10,  1896. 

'laimant  on  ^lay  23,  1896,  filed  a  motion  for  reconsideration  of 
>artment  decision  of  March  21,  1882,  affirming  the  action  of  your 
•cau  of  February  19, 1881 ,  rejecting  his  pension  claim,  filed  November 
S63  (Certificate  No.  374,065),  based  on  gunshot  wound  of  left  arm, 
the  ground  that  said  wound  was  received  by  soldier  while  resisting 
oflScer,  not  in  line  of  duty. 

'he  contention  is,  in  brief,  that  as  the  officer,  Major  Ilennings,  of 
Tenth  Kansas  Cavalry,  provost  marshal  commanding  the  post  at 
t  Scott,  was  not  justified  in  shooting  soldier,  soldier»  therefore, 
jived  his  Avound  in  line  of  duty.  It  may  be  conceded,  and  it 
ears  to  have  been  conceded  by  your  Bureau,  that  the  shooting  of 
sjldier  by  his  superior  officer  was  unjustifiable,  yet  this  did  not 
lis©  soldier  for  disobedience  of  an  order  of  the  superior  officer,  no 
ter  how  erroneous  said  order  may  have  been.  Obedience  to  orders 
le  first  duty  of  a  soldier,  and  a  soldier  is  not  in  line  of  duty  when 
sing  to  obey  the  orders  of  his  superior  officer.  AVhen  taking  the 
1  of  enlistment  on  entering  the  military  service  he  promises  to  obey 
orders  of  the  officers  appointed  over  him,  according  to  the  rules 
articles  of  war. 

soldier  while  with  his  command  is  deemed  in  line  of  duty  within 
intendment  of  the  pension  laws  from  the  time  he  takes  the  oath  of 
stment  to  date  of  discharge,  unless  he  is  engaged  in  the  violation 
aw,  or  some  rule,  order,  or  regulation  of  the  servict*,  or  is  guilty  of 
«  contributor)'  negligence.  (Cases  df  Henry  A.  Ilelmer,  7  P.  D., 
,  and  James  E.  Harrison,  ibid.,  p.  97). 

ested  by  the  rule  in  the  foregoing  cases,  it  is  clear  that  the  claini- 
s  wound  was  not  incurred  in  line  of  duty. 

n  March  20,  1884,  Commissioner  Dudley,  in  a  communication  to 
Hon.  C.  C.  Matson,  chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Invalid  Pen- 
is, H.  K.,  after  stating  that  the  soldier  was  not  in  line  of  duty  at 
time  of  receiving  his  wound,  further  stated  that  there  were,  how- 
•,  features  in  the  case  of  an  unusual  nature,  which,  in  his  opinion. 
Is  to  exonerate  the  soldier  for  his  act  of  disobedience,  and  that  in 
V  of  the  palliating  circumstances,  he  expressed  the  conviction  that 
case  was  a  proper  one  for  equitable  relief  through  the  medium  of 
.  committee. 

Whatever  the  equities  in  the  case  may  be,  I  am  of  the  opinion  that 
T  offer  no  valid  reason  for  reversing,  or  in  any  manner  modifying 
action  appealed  from,  and  the  motion  is  accordingly  denied. 


I 
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fraud  or  mistake— reimbursement. 

Herman  G.  Pike. 

While  prosecuting  his  claim  for  pension  under  tlic  general  law  for  an  injury  of  the  left 
hip,  claimant  concealed  the  fact  that  he  had  dislocated  said  hip  when  a  lK)y  Ixfore 
enlistment  and  that  he  was  also  afflicted  with  rheumatism  of  the  hips  before  hp 
enlisted.  Such  concealment  is  held  to  have  amounted  to  actual  fraud  on  his  pan 
in  prosecuting  his  claim,  warranting  the  withholding  of  the  pension  granted  faim 
under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  to  reimburse  the  Government  for  moneys  paid  him 
under  the  general  law  on  account  of  said  injury  to  hip.  (Appeal  of  Jam^s  A. 
Trosper,  8  P.  D.,  75.) 

As;fistant  Secretary  John   M,   Reynolds  to    the    Commimoner    of  Pemon*. 

October  JO,  1896. 

This  soldier  applied  for  pension  on  the  5th  of  February,  1870,  baaing 
his  claim  on  disability  of  the  left  hip  and  atrophy  of  the  right  teetide. 
alleged  to  have  been  caused  by  an  injury  incurred  in  the  service  and 
line  of  duty.  Ho  was  pensioned  for  dislocation  of  the  hip  and  atrophy 
of  testicle  in  1871  at  the  rate  of  $8  per  month.  In  August,  1876,  the 
rate  was  increased  to  812  per  month  for  the  dislocation  of  hip  alone. 
the  atrophy  of  testicle  being  held  to  be  ^*not  a  ratable  disabilitv' 
The  pension,  was  paid  up  to  June  4,  1878 ;  soon  after  which  the  pen- 
sioner's name  was  dropped  from  the  roll  upon  evidence  obtained  by  a 
special  agent  of  the  Pension  Office  showing  that  the  disability'  of  left 
hip  existed  prior  to  enlistment. 

An  application  for  restoration  was  rejected  in  January,  1889,  after  a 
special  examination,  and,  on  appeal,  the  rejection  was  affirmed  ly 
Assistant  Secretary  Bussey  on  November  3,  1890. 

On  December  4,  1890,  the  soldier  filed  a  claim  under  the  act  of  Jum* 
27,  1890,  which  was  allowed,  but  payment  of  the  pension  was  withheld 
for  the  purpose  of  reimbursing  the  Government  for  the  amount  paid 
on  the  old  claim.  On  an  appeal  involving  the  legality  of  that  action, 
I,  on  June  16,  1894,  held  that  ^' the  Government  may  lawfully  with- 
hold payment  of  pension  granted  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890.  to 
reimburse  itself  for  money  fraudulently  obtained  and  erroneously  paid 
on  a  pension  under  the  old  law.'' 

It  is  contended  in  the  motion  filed  by  claimant's  attorney  on  April  >. 
1890,  that  fraud  was  not  shown  in  this  case. 

The  soldier  alleged  in  his  original  declaration  that  he  was  injuml 
under  the  following  circumstances  :  At  Fort  Totten,  D.  C,  on  or  about 
September  15,  1863,  he,  with  others,  was  mounting  a  Parrott  gun,  auil 
while  standing  on  the  carriage  giving  orders,  he  slipped  from  the 
carriage  and  fell  upon  some  hard  substance,  dislocating  his  hip  and 
injuring  his  testicle. 

He  filed  an  affidavit  from  \us  ^atWr-s  ^\x\xu\'^' \\\n'«v6sl\v '3s^Al^^ 
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lie  was  *' perfectly  sound  ^'  at  eulistment,  and  an  affidavit  signed  by  the 
second  lieutenant  of  his  company,  Alvan  G.  Fleury,  corroborating  his 
statement  in  regard  to  the  incurrence  of  injuries  in  the  service  in  every 
jKirticular. 

A  report  from  the  War  Department  furnished  June  24,  1870,  showed 
tbat  the  claimant  was  enrolled  July  26,  1862 ;  was  mustered  in  as  a 
corporal  September  1,  1862;  was  transferred  to  the  Veteran  Reserve 
Corps;  reenlisted  September  2,  1864,  the  disability  noted  on  his  reen- 
listment  paper  being  "injury  to  left  thigh ;^'  and  that  he  was  discharged 
tfay  31,  1865,  upon  a  surgeon's  certificate  of  disability,  stating  as 
ollows : 

4 

I  certify  that  I  have  carefally  examined  the  said  Herman  G.  Pike,  and  find  him 
icapable  of  performing  the  duties  of  a  soldier  because  of  dislocation  of  left  hip  and 
Tophy  of  right  testicle,  said  to  have  occurred  ^hile  mounting  a  gun  at  Fort  Totten, 
JkTcii  22,  1863.     Discharged  at  his  own  request.     Disability,  one-third. 

(Signed)  I.  C.  McKee, 

Surgeon,  U.  S.  A, 

Upon  the  foregoing  evidence  the  claim  was  allowed. 

Evidence  obtained  on  special  examination  shows  that  claimant  was 
ot  injured  while  in  the  service,  as  alleged,  but  the  injury  to  thigh  was 
ue  to  a  dislocation  of  the  hip  caused  by  claimant  falling  from  a  hay- 
tack  when  he  was  about  seven  years  old,  and  that  he  told  the  captain 
f  the  company  when  he  was  about  to  enlist  that  he  could  throw  his 
ip  out  of  joint  at  will,  and  that  he  was  told  that  if  the  surgeons 
'ould  pass  him  he  could  become  a  member  of  the  company.  Claimant 
Iso  admits  that  he  was  troubled  before  the  war  with  rheumatism  of 
he  right  hip,  and  that  it  might  have  affected  the  left.  And  in  report 
•om  the  War  Department  it  is  stated  that  he  was  transferred  to  the 
'eteran  Reserve  Corps  by  reason  of  sciatica  with  atrophy  of  limbs. 

He  concealed  the  fact  that  his  hip  was  dislocated,  and  that  he  was 
fflicted  with  rheumatism  before  enlistment. 

Do  these  facts  establish  fraud  in  the  procurement  of  pension  ? 

Actual  or  positive  fraud  is  defined  as — 

Deception  practiced  iu  order  to  induce  another  to  part  with  property  or  to  surrender 
)me  leg&l  right  and  which  accomplishes  the  end  designed.     (Cooly  on  Torts,  474.) 

It  may  consist  in  the  statement  of  what  is  false  or  the  concealment 
f  what  is  true.  (Am.  and  Eng.  Ency.  of  L.,  vol.  8,  p.  635.)  Even  if 
lie  claimant  sustained  an  injury  of  the  left  hip  in  the  service  the  con- 
ealment  of  the  fact  that  the  hip  had  been  previously  injured  or 
iseased  was  concealment  of  a  material  fact,  and  if  the  Pension  Office 
ras  thereby  induced  to  grant  a  pension  which  it  would  not  otherwise 
ave  granted  it  is  clear  that  a  fraud  was  perpetrated.  In  the  case  of 
ames  A.  Trosper,  decided  on  appeal  February  8,  1896  (8  P.  D.,  75),  I 
eld  that  where  a  claimantj  while  prosecuting  M^  e\^VKi  fe^  ^<evi^\^'^ 


31B  DECISIONS    RELATING    TO    PENSIONS. 

under  the  general  law  for  disease  of  the  left  lung,  concealed  the  fact 
that  he  had  been  shot  through  said  lung  prior  to  his  enlistment,  which 
wound  caused  his  disease  of  lungs,  such  concealment  amount-ed  to 
actual  fraud  on  his  part,  warranting  the  withholding  of  pension 
granted  him  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  to  reimburse  the  Govern- 
ment for  moneys  paid  him  as  under  the  general  law  on  account  of  such 
disease  of  lungs. 

In  that  case  the  fact  that  the  pensioner  had  been  shot  through  the 
lung  was  established  beyond  controversy  by  his  own  allegations  in  a 
subsequent  declaration  for  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 
But  it  is  not  necessary,  in  order  to  establish  fraud,  that  deception,  or 
fraudulent  concealment,  be  proved  by  the  claimant's  own  admissions. 
It  may  be  proved  by  circumstantial  or  presumptive  evidence.  If  the 
evidence  is  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  mind  and  conscience  of  the  existeuci* 
of  the  fraud  it  will  suffice,  although  it  does  not  lead  to  a  conviction  of 
absolute  certainty.  The  fraud  need  not  be  proved  beyond  a  reasonable 
doubt.  It  is  usually  a  question  for  the  jury,  unless  the  facts  are  undLs- 
puted,  when  it  may  become  a  question  of  law  for  the  court  to  determino. 
(Am.  and  Eng.  Enc3\  of  L.,  vol.  8,  pp.  G54-G56.)  I  think  the  facts  that 
claimant's  hip  was  unsound  prior  to  enlistment,  and  that  it  was  not 
dislocated  iu  the  service,  as  alleged,  are  established  with  sufficient 
certainty  to  justify  the  imputation  of  fraud.  The  decision  affirming 
the  action  of  the  Bureau  in  withholding  payment  of  pension  under  the 
act  of  June  27,  1890,  is,  therefore,  sustained. 


desertion-act  of  june  87,  1800. 
James  W.  Miller. 

1.  Desertion  from  the  Regular  Army  under  an  enlistment  sabsequent  to  the  war  of  the 

rebellion  is  not  a  bar  to  allowance  of  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27^  1890. 
'2.  Cases  overruled:  C.  W.  Hatlield  (5  P.  D.,  S49),  Susau  Colgin  (5  P.  D.,  127),  Charles 

H.  Eding  (5  P.  D.,  234),  Mary  E.  Gresliam  (U  P.  D  ,  84),  Morris  Burton  (7  V.  D. 

188),  William  T.  Cobuni    7  P.  D.,  182),  and  all  other  similar  cases,  in  so  far  as  they 

are  in  conflict  with  this  case. 

AssUiant   Secretary   John    M,    Reynolds    to    the    Commissioner    of  Pensionf, 

October  27,  1896, 

The  claimant  in  this  case  served  in  Company  D,  Fifty-eighth  Penn- 
S3'lvania  Militia  Volunteers,  from  June  27,  1863,  to  August  14,  1863, 
and  in  the  First  District  of  Columbia  Cavalry  Volunteers,  from  Sep- 
tember 17,  1863,  to  September  23,  1865.  He  was  borne  on  the  records 
of  the  latter  organization  as  a  deserter  from  the  date  last  named,  but 
t)ie  cliarge  of  desertion  has  been  removed  Mxv^^eT  \)^e  \»yq»n\&\wu^  qC  the 
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fcct  of  Ck)ngress  approved  July  5,  1884,  and  he  has  received  an  honor- 
able discharge  from  that  service. 

He  again  enlisted  on  the  27*h  day  of  October,  1865,  in  Company  A, 
Fhird  Battalion  Thirteenth  United  States  Infantry,  and  seryed  until 
July  25,  1868,  when  he  deserted. 

He  once  more  enlisted  on  December  30,  1881,  in  Company  B,  of  the 
[nstruction  General  Service  Recruits,  and  was  discharged  by  reason  of 
Usability  June  3,  1882. 

He  has  never  received  a  discharge  from  the  contract  of  enlistment 
entered  into  on  October  27,  1865,  but  on  February  9,  1893,  he  was  fur- 
nished with  a  "  deserter's  release ''  under  the  provisions  of  an  act 
approved  April  11,  1890. 

On  April  21,  1896,  he  filed  a  claim  for  pension  under  the  act  of  June 
27, 1890,  which  was  rejected  on  July  30, 1896,  on  the  ground  that  being 
a  deserter  from  the  Thirteenth  United  States  Infantry  he  has  not  a 
pensionable  status.  An  appeal  was  filed  on  July  24,  1896,  in  which  it 
is  contended  that  the  claimant  has  received  an  honorable  discharge 
from  all  service  for  which  he  enlisted  during  the  war  of  the  rebellion, 
and  that  to  require  of  him  a  discharge  from  subsequent  service  in  the 
Regular  Army  is  to  impose  upon  him  a  condition  not  demanded  by  the 
act  of  June  27,  1890,  under  which  he  seeks  pension. 

It  is  conceded  that  the  words  **  honorably  discharged  therefrom  ''  in 
section  2  of  the  act  of  Juno  27,  1890,  mean  honorably  discharged  from 
service  during  the  war  of  the  rebellion  and  have  no  reference  to  service 
endered  prior  or  subsequent  to  said  war.  It  is  also  conceded  that  the 
iaimant's  enlistment  in  the  Thirteenth  United  States  Infantry  on 
•ctober  27,  1865,  was  not  an  enlistment  for  service  "  during  the  war  of 
le  rebellion.'^     The  question  is  as  to  the  effect  of  his  desertion  in  1868. 

The  service  which  entitles  a  man  to  pension  under  section  2  of  the 
Bt  of  June  27,  1890,  is  a  service  of  ninety  days  or  more  during  the 
Lte  war  of  the  rebellion.     No  other  service  counts. 

It  being  shown  that  an  applicant  served  for  the  required  length  of 
me  and  was  honorably  discharged  from  all  service  in  the  war  of  the 
ibellion,  can  he  be  denied  pension  on  account  of  an  incident  of  some 
bher  service  rendered  in  another  war  or  in  time  of  peace?  That  is  the 
ctestion  to  be  considered. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  language  of  the  act  itself  which  justifies  such 
ction.  It  declares  "  that  all  persons  who  served  ninety  days  or  more 
I  the  military  or  naval  service  of  the  United  States  during  the  late  war 
r  the  rebellion,  and  who  have  been  honorably  discharged  therefrom,'' 
nd  who  are  disabled  in  the  required  degree,  "  shall,  upon  making  due 
roof  of  the  fact,  according  to  such  rules  and  regulations  as  the  Srcre- 
3tary  of  the  Interior  may  provide,  be  placed  upon  the  list  of  invalid 
ensioners." 
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1 
It  has  been  decided  that  the  service  from  which  an  honorable  dig-  • 

charge  must  be  shown  is  service  during  the  war  of  the  rebellion  and  I 
no  other.     (See  case  of  Stephen  H.  Carey,  6  P.  D.,  42.)     It  was  also 
held  by  Assistant  Secretary  Bussej^  in  the  case  of  Jacob  Bowersmith, 
(3  P.  D.,  303,)  that  desertion  from  service  during  the  war  with  Mexico 
did  not  constitute  a  bar  to  pension  for  disabilities  incurred  in  senicc 
during  the  war  of  the  rebellion.     And,  in  the  case  of  Bridget  Kelly.  | 
(7  P.  D.,  128),  I  held  that  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  January  j 
29,  1887,  the  widow  of  a  soldier  entitled  to  a  pension  by  reason  of  her 
husband's  service  and  honorable  discharge  in  the  Mexican  war  was  not 
barred  by  reason  of  the  husband^s  desertion  from  service  in  the  war  of 
the  rebellion.     It  follows  logically  that  the  claim  of  a  widow  under  the 
act  of  Jube  27,  1890,  would  not  be  barred  by  reason  of  her  husbands 
desertion  from  the  Regular  Army  under  an  enlistment  entered  into  sub- 
sequent to  the  war  of  the  rebellion,  and  I  so  held  in  the  case  of  the 
widow  of  Morris  Burton  (7  P.  D.,  188).     In  the  latter  two  cases,  how- 
ever, it  was  held  that  while  the  widows  were  entitled  to  pension,  tho 
soldiers  themselves,  when  living,  were  not  entitled.     This  was  qwii 
the  theory  that  having  never  been  discharged  from  their  last  enlist- 
ments, they  were,  constructively,  still  in  the  service. 

In  view  of  the  holding  of  the  War  Department  in  the  ease  of  John 
Turner,  Company  B,  First  Iowa  Infantr}",  reference  to  which  was  made 
in  the  decision  rendered  by  me  on  the  30tli  of  March,  last,  in  the  case 
of  George  Lessor,  I  do  not  regard  the  doctrine  of  constructive  service 
as  now  tenable.  A  man  can  not  be  constructively  a  member  of  one 
regiment,  and,  at  the  same  time,  actually  and  legally  a  member  of 
another  regiment.  Yet  that  is  the  absurdity  to  which  we  are  brought 
if  we  attempt  to  maintain  the  theory  of  constructive  service  in  the  face 
of  the  Acting  Judge  Advocate  GeneraPs  opinion  in  the  Turner  case. 
Independent  of  that  opinion,  I  see  nothing  to  commend  such  a  theory. 
It  is  a  mere  fiction,  and,  so  far  as  I  can  see,  neither  necessarj'  nor  con- 
ducive to  the  ends  of  justice.  Accordingly  I  held,  in  the  Lessor  case 
(supra),  that — 

AVhether  claims  for  pension  made  by  desert'Cra  have  heretofore  been  rejected  od  t1i« 
ground  (U  that  the  claimants  are  constractively  in  the  service,  (2)  that  a  discharge  from 
service  is  a  prerequisite  to  x)ension,  or  (li)  for  any  other  reason  that  may  have  been  assigned 
in  any  of  the  numerous  cases  in  which  the  question  is  considered,  the  gravamen  of  ibe 
ground  of  rejection  in  each  case  is  desertion. 

In  other  words,  the  rejection  of  cases  in  which  there  is  an  unre- 
moved  charge  of  desertion  is  made  to  rest  upon  the  broad  ground  that 
Congress  has,  by  various  acts,  clearly  recognized  the  offense  of  deser- 
tion as  a  bar  to  pension.  There  is  no  other  ground  upon  which  the 
rejection  of  such  claims  can  now  be  maintained. 

The  general  rule  enunciated  in  the  Lessor  case  is  as  follows : 
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^  claimant  against  whom  there  stands  a  charge  of  desertion  nnder  an  enlistment  for 
-ice  in  the  war  of  the  rebellion,  which  charge  Iho  War  Department  declines  to 
lOve,  has  no  title  to  pension  under  any  existing  law  on  aooonutof  disability  incnrred 
a&id  war  or  service  performed  therein. 

[t  will  be  observed  that  the  ruling  applies  only  to  cases  of  desertion 
tier  an  enlistment  for  service  in  the  war  of  the  rebellion.  The 
Leon  for  that  is  that  Congress  has  nowhere  appeared  to  recognize  a 
rord  of  desertion  from  an  enlistment  since  the  war  as  a  cause  for 
dying  pension.  The  various  acts  passed  for  the  relief  of  soldiers 
d  sailors  who  rest  under  a  charge  of  desertion  all  begin  in  language 
t>gtantially  as  follows : 

riiat  the  cliarge  of  desertion  now  standing  on  the  rolls  and  records    *     *  against 

*  soldier  (or  sailor  or  marine}  trAo  served  in  the  late  tear  shall  be  removed,  etc. 

And  the  language  of  said  acts  all  through  clearly  indicates  that  the 
arges  of  desertion  from  which  relief  was  to  be  granted  were  charges 
?urred  during  the  war.  I  do  not  find  any  law  which  either  expressly 
by  implication  recognizes  desertion  from  the  Regular  Army  under  a 
ntract  for  service  to  be  performed  since  the  close  of  the  war  as  a  bar 
the  allowance  of  pension  on  account  of  disability  incurred  in  said 
Lr  or  services  performed  therein.  A  reason  for  this  may  be  fou&d  in 
e  fact  that  desertion  in  time  of  war  is  a  much  more  heinous  offense 
an  desertion  in  time  of  peace.  The  former  is  punishable  by  death  ; 
e  hitter  is  not. 

Neither  your  Bureau  nor  the  Department  can  &x,  arbitrarily  the  con- 
:ions  of  a  grant  of  pension.  The  authority  conferred  upon  the 
cretary  of  the  Interior  to  prescribe  "rules  and  regulations'-  is 
thority  to  prescribe  only  such  rules  and  regulations  as  shall  cany 
;o  eff3ct  the  purpose  and  intiut  of  the  law.  Unless,  therefore,  there 
u  be  discerned  in  the  law  a  purpose  and  intent  to  deny  pension  to 
diers  of  the  war  of  the  rebellion  who  have  deserted  from  any  enlist- 
jct  since  said  war,  the  rule  or  regulation  which  has  for  some  years 
st  cau.sed  the  withholding  of  pension  in  such  cases  must  be  set  aside. 
The  conditions  established  by  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  with  respect 
the  service  which  shall  render  a  person  eligible  to  pension  thereunder 
3  three  only :  1.  The  service  must  have  had  a  duration  of  ninety  days 
more.  2.  It  must  have  been  rendered  during  the  war  of  the  rebel- 
n.  3.  It  must  have  been  terminated  by  an  honorable  discharge.  The 
pellant  declares,  and  the  evidence  shows,  that  in  his  case  all  these 
aditions  have  been  fulfilled. 

But  under  former  rulings  of  the  Department  a  fourth  condition  has 
en  established,  viz :  That  all  service  (if  any)  rendered  subsequent  to 
e  war  of  the  rebellion  must  have  been  terminated  by  a  formal  dis- 
arge.  For  reasons  above  stated  I  deem  the  establishment  of  such  a 
ndition  unauthorized  and  unwarranted  by  any  existing  law.     This 
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opinion  is  in  entire  harmony  with  and  is,  in  fact,  a  corollary  of  ti 
ruling  in  the  Lessor  case.  Your  action  is  set  aside  and  the  ca 
remanded  for  readjudication  The  instructions  of  November  22, 18 
(4  r.  D.,  225),  the  C.  W.  HatBeld  case  (5  P.  D.,  349),  and  decisions 
the  cases  of  Susan  Colgin  (5  P.  D.,  127),  Charles  H.  Eding  (5  P.  D.,23 
Mary  E.  Gresham  (6  P.  D.,  84),  Morris  Burton  (7  P.  D.,  188),  Willij 
T.  Coburn  (7  P.  D.,  182),  and  other  similar  cases,  in  so  far  as  they  o 
flict  with  the  views  above  expressed,  are  overruled. 


colored  and  indian  soldiers-marriage-section  4705,  revi! 

statutes. 

Minors  of  James  Graham. 

Minors  of  a  colored  soldier  by  a  woman  to  whom  he  was  joined  only  by  a  slave  man 
and  who  was  not  living  with  him  or  recognized  by  him  as  his  wife  at  the  tin 
his  enlistment,  are  not  i)cnsionable. 

Case  of  minors  of  William  Toller  (7  P.  D.,  545,)  citetl  and  approved. 

Assistant   Secretary   John    M,    Keynolds    to   the    Commissioner   of  Pens 

October  10,  1896. 

It  appears  from  the  evidence  in  this  case  that  the  father  and  mo 
of  the  claimants  were  united  by  a  slave  marriage  in  Kentucky,  al 
1853,  and  lived  together  until  some  time  in  1863,  when  the  father  \ 
to  Springfield,  Ohio,  where,  on  the  6th  of  August,  1863,  he  was  mai 
to  one  Fanny  Ripton,  with  whom  he  lived  until  he  enlisted  in  the  a 
on  January  15,  1864.  He  died  in  the  service  of  pneumonia  Febn 
4,  1864. 

Fanny  Graham,  the  woman  to  whom  he  was  married  in  1 
applied  for  pension  as  his  widow  in  1868,  and  was  allowed  pen 
from  tlie  date  of  his  death  to  the  date  of  her  remarriage  July  17, 1 
He  had  no  children  by  this  woman. 

Kandis  Graham,  the  mother  of  the  present  claimants,  filed  a  c 
for  widow's  pension  October  18,  1890,  but  died  march  15,  1892,  h 
it  was  adjudicated.  The  minors  filed  their  application  April  15, 1 
It  was  rejected  June  25,  1896,  on  the  ground  that  they  **  are  not  h 
mate  children  of  the  soldier,  he  having  left  their  mother  some 
before  his  enlistment,  and  having  been  married  to  another  wo 
with  whom  ho  lived  until  he  went  into  the  army."  An  appeal 
filed  July  28,  1896,  in  which  it  is  contended  that  the  children,  ha 
been  born  while  their  parents  were  living  together  in  wedlock, 
suant  to  a  slave  marriage,  were  legitimate,  and  their  status  wa 
affecti'd  by  the  subsequent  separation  of  the  parents. 

There  is  no  dispute  as   to   the   facts.     The  question  presentee 
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ision  is  identical  with  that  decided  in  the  case  of  the  minors  of 
lliam  Toller  (7  P.  D.,  545),  wherein  I  held  that— 

>  entitle  minor  children  of  colored  and  Indian  soldiers  and  sailors  to  pension  it 
t  be  proved  that  their  parents  were  joined  in  marriage  by  some  ceremony  deemed 
bem  obligatory,  or  habitually  recognized  each  other  as  man  and  wife,  and  were  so 
i:nized  by  their  neighbors^  and  lived  together  as  such  up  to  the  date  of  enlistment, 
D  soch  soldier  or  sailor  died  in  the  seryice,  or,  if  otherwise,  to  date  of  death; 

Jid  that — 

he  children  of  a  colored  soldier  by  a  woman  who  was  not  living  with  him  as  his 
at  the  date  of  his  enlistment  or  death  are  not  pensionable  under  section  4705, 
fled  Statutes. 

'rior  decisions  to  the  contrary  were  overruled. 

''our  action  in  the  case  now  under  consideration  is  believed  to  have 

Q  correct  and  is  affirmed. 


di8charge-sebvics-section  470!j,  revised  statutes. 

Anne  E.  Bassett  (widow). 

dishonorable  diaoharge  from  the  military  service  of  the  United  States  is  no  bar  to 
pension  on  account  of  a  disability  due  to  wound  or  injury  received  or  disease  con- 
tracted in  the  service  and  line  of  dutv. 

be  widow  of  a  soldier  who  died  from  wounds  or  injury  received  or  disease  contracted 
in  the  military  service  of  the  United  States  and  in  line  of  duty  is  pensionable,  not- 
withstanding her  husband's  discharge  from  the  service  was  a  dishonorable  one. 

fiant   Secretary  John    M,  Reynolds    to    the    Commimoner  of   Pensions^ 

October  10,  1896. 

his  case  was  submitted  to  the  Department  by  you  July  31, 1893,  for 
>pinion  as  to  whether  a  dishonorable  discharge  from  the  military 
ice  would  bar  title  to  pension  under  sections  4692  and  4693,  or  4702, 
ised  Statutes. 

[le  claimant  filed  her  claim  for  pension  (No.  419,932)  as  the  widow 
lisha  B.  Bassett,  late  a  captain  in  Company  B,  Nineteenth  Michigan, 
inteers,  April  16,  1890.    Said  officer  was  enrolled  in  said  organiza- 
July  28,  1862,  and  was  dishonorably  dismissed  from  the  service 
e  23, 1863.    He  died  of  disease  of  lungs  November  25,  1865. 
he  question  here  presented  is  whether  the  fact  that  claimant's  hus- 
1  was  dishonorably  discharged  from  the  service  bars  her  title  to 
uon  as  widow, 
er  claim  rests  on  section  4702,  Revised  Statutes,  which  is  as  follows: 

any  person  embraced  within  the  provisions  of  sections  forty Hsix  hundred  and  ninety- 
ftud  forty-fliz  hundred  and  ninety-three  has  died  since  the  fourth  day  of  March, 
een  hundred  and  sixty-one,  or  hereafter  dies  by  reason  of  any  wound,  ii\jury,  or 

p,  j>. — VOL.  8 21 
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disease,  which,  under  the  oonditions  and  limitations  of  such  sectioDS,  wouM  hi\f 
tied  him  to  an  invalid  pension  had  he  been  disabled,  his  widow,  or  if  there  l>e  no  v 
or  in  case  of  her  death,  without  payment  to  her  or  any  part  of  the  {tension  lierei 
mentioned,  his  child  or  children,  nnder  sixteen  years  of  age,  shall  be  entitled  to  i 
the  same  pension  as  the  husband  or  father  would  have  been  entitled  to  had  h 
totally  disabled,  to  commence  from  the  death  of  the  husband  or  father,  to  conti 
the  widow  duriujg  her  widowhood,  and  to  his  child  or  children  until  they  se 
attain  the  age  of  sixteen  years,  and  no  longer  ;  and  if  the  widow  remarry,  the  c 
children  shall  be  entitled  from  the  date  of  i^marriage. 

Under  said  section  if  the  officer  died  of  a  wound  or  injury  reo 
or  disease  contracted  under  circumstances  which  would  have  ei 
him  to  a  pension  under  sections  4692  and  4693,  Revised  Statutt 
widow  is  entitled  to  pension.  Said  sections  4692  and  4693,  E 
Statutes,  mentioned  in  section  4702,  do  not  appear  to  limit  the  p 
to  persons  who  were  honorably  discharged.  The  condition  upon 
they  are  pensionable  is  disability  from  wounds  or  injury  recei^ 
disease  contracted  while  in  the  service  of  the  United  States  ai 
line  of  duty. 

A  legal  discharge  from  the  service  had  always  been  held  inc 
sable;  a  deserter,  who  fails  to  obtain  any  discharge  from  the  sen 
not  pensionable  under  any  law.  But  the  deserter  who  never  r 
from  desertion,  nor  receives  any  discharge  from  the  service,  stand 
ground  entirely  different  from  that  of  the  soldier  who,  by  reason  o 
infraction  of  military  law,  has  been  dismissed  or  dishonorably  disc! 
from  the  service.  In  the  one  case  the  term  of  service  has  neve 
terminated  by  any  formal  or  legal  discharge,  while  in  the  other 
been  legally,  though  not  "honorably,''  terminated. 

A  deserter  is  denied  a  pension  on  the  ground  that  having  recei 
discharge  he  was  never  legally  and  formally  separated  from  the  e 

In  the  case  of  Jane  Conroy  decided  by  the  Department  June  \ 
(Digest  1885,  p.  190),  Secretary  Delano  said: 

The  statutes  conferring  and  regulating  pensions,  passed  sinoe  NoYember  4,  ' 
absolutely  silent  in  regard  to  the  class  of  persons  under  consideration.  Deaertioi 
the  right  to  bounty,  and  properly  so,  even  if  the  law  -were  silent,  because  boi 
reward  promised  by  the  Government  for  certain  service  under  an  implied  oontnu 
required  of  the  soldier  a  continuous  service  until  tho  expiration  of  the  term  c 
ment,  and  desertion  is  a  violation  of  such  contract  by  the  sjldier  which  just 
Government  in  withholding  the  Rtipukited  consideration.  A  pension,  howeT 
part  of  the  contract  for  service.  It  is  a  payment  for  loss  of  physical  ability  1 
livelihood  determined  solely  by  the  degree  of  disability,  and  not,  in  any  sense,  i 
for  good  conduct.  The  character  of  the  discbarge,  whether  honorable  or  dishc 
indicating  good  or  bad  character,  can  have  no  bearing  whatever  on  the  nature  an 
of  the  disability  which  alone  decides  the  right  to  pension.  This  is  clear  from 
guage  of  the  act  of  July  14,  1862,  as  follows  :  ''Any  officer,  etc.,  who  has  been 
by  reason  of  any  wound  received  or  disease  contracted  while  in  the  service  of  th 
States  *  *  *  shall  *  *  *  be  placed  upon  the  list  of  invalid  pensione 
No  reference  to  his  character  as  a  soldier  or  to  the  terms  of  his  discharge  is  mad 
is  ihe  disability  alone  which  entitles  him  to  pension. 
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This  case  was  expressly  overruled  in  the  case  of  Daniel  B.  Kaufinan 
P.  D.,  338),  and  on  the  17th  of  August,  1889,  this  latter  decision  was 
''erruled,  and  the  rule  adopted  in  the  Conroy  case  was  sustained. 
P.  D.,  137.) 

Xt  is  held  by  the  Judge-Advocate  General,  in  the  absence  of  any 
BLtutory  provision  on  the  subject,  not  to  be  essential  to  entitle  a  person 
*  military  pension,  that  he  should  have  received  an  honorable  discharge 
i  a  soldier,  and  that  the  pension  is  granted  on  account  of  disability 
curred  by  the  party  in  the  line  of  duty  while  in  the  military  service 
holly  irrespective  of  the  circumstances,  whether  honorable  or  dishon- 
rable,  under  which  he  may  subsequently  have  become  separated  from 
le  Army.  (Digest  Opinions  Judge- Advocate  General,  p.  373.) 
In  the  case  of  Benjamin  Bobbins,  decided  by  Secretary  Schurz,  April 
>,  1880,  the  Secretary  said : 

The  right  of  Mr.  Robbins  to  pension  aocraed  on  the  7th  day  of  July,  1865,  the  date 

his  discharge  from  the  aervioe  in  which  his  disability  was  incurred. 

*  ****** 

In  the  view  of  the  Department  it  woold  therefore  be  proper,  when  the  applicant  shall 
.Te  fnmlshed  the  evidence  necessary  to  establish  his  claim  t<>  restoration ,  to  allow  the 
nsion  from  the  date  at  which  pay  for  military  service  ceased.  (Record  of  Pension 
KisioDS,  Interior  Department,  Vol.  6,  p.  496.) 

This  was  the  contemporaneous  construction  given  the  act  of  July  14, 
162,  and  sections  4692  and  4693,  Revised  Statutes,  and  the  same  has 
ien  followed  in  the  adjudication  of  similar  claims  for  over  a  quarter 
'  a  century  with  the  exception  noted,  and  the  fact  that  it  has  been 
nctioned  by  long  acquiescence  on  the  part  of  Congress  is  the  strongest 
idence  that  it  has  been  rightly  explained  in  practice.  A  construction 
ider  such  circumstances  becomes  established  law.  (Hahn  v.  United 
ates,  107  U.  8.,  402 ;  Martin  v.  Hunter,  1  Wheat.,  351.) 
The  Department  holds  now,  as  heretofore,  that  the  fact  of  dismissal 
dishonorable  discharge  from  the  service  is  not  in  itself  a  bar  to  pen- 
>n  for  a  wound  or  other  disability  incurred  in  and  by  reason  of  the 
rvice  and  line  of  duty.  The  doctrine  of  the  cases  of  Jane  Conroy 
•en.  Dig.,  1886,  p.  193),  Benjamin  Robbins  (Pen.  Dig.,  1885,  p.  204), 
aniel  B.  Kaufman  (3  P.  D.,  137),  and  Henry  Davinney  (7  P.  D.,  233),  is 
$reby  reaffirmed. 

So  the  cause  of  said  offlcer^s  death  being  accepted  as  due  to  the  service 
line  of  duty,  his  widow  is  entitled  to  a  pension  notwithstanding  that 
>  had  been  dishonorably  discharged,  as  the  soldier  himself,  if  living, 
oald  have  been  pensionable  had  he  been  disabled  by  said  cause, 
he  dishonorable  discharge  was  a  part  of  the  punishment  inflicted  for 
le  offense  for  which  he  was  tried  and  convicted,  and,  in  the  absence  of 
statutory  provision,  in  no  way  affected  his  right  to  pension  for  disa- 
lities  resulting  from  wounds  or  injuries  received  or  disease  contracted 
the  service  and  line  of  duty.    The  pension  laws  make  &  d\Qtl\iQt\<nL 
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between  pensions  on  account  of  disabilities  due  to  service  and  line 
duty,  and  pensions  for  disabilities  not  of  service  origin  or  for  serviceon! 

Thus  section  4730,  Revised  Statutes,  providing  pensions  for  soldii 
of  the  Mexican  war  for  disabilities  on  account  of  "  injury  received 
disease  contracted  while  in  the  line  of  duty  in  actual  service  '^  in  a 
war  does  not  make  an  honorable  discharge  a  prerequisite  to  such  pensi« 
while  the  acts  of  January  29, 1887,  and  July  27, 1892,  providing  penrii 
for  service  in  the  Mexican  war,  the  Indian  wars,  and  the  war  of 
rebellion,  and  for  disabilities  not  due  to  the  service,  in  every  insta 
make  an  honorable  discharge  a  prerequisite  to  pensionable  status, 
the  principle  that  pensions  for  disabilities  due  to  the  service  and  lin 
duty  are  granted  regardless  of  whether  said  service  was  honorabl] 
dishonorably  terminated  is  clearly  recognized  throughout  the  stat 
regulating  the  same.  In  the  absence  of  a  statute  upon  the  subject 
withhold  pension  for  disability  due  to  a  wound  or  injury  receive 
disease  contracted  in  the  service  and  in  line  of  duty  on  the  ground  a 
that  the  soldier  was  dishonorably  discharged  by  sentence  of  a  o 
martial  would,  in  effect,  be  imposing  a  penalty  upon  him  not  asse 
by  the  tribunal  who  alone  had  jurisdiction  to  impose  it.  The  Treai 
Department  could  not  withhold  the  pay  due  an  officer  dishonorably 
missed  from  the  service  unless  forfeiture  of  pay  was  a  part  of  the  sente 
and  this  Department  has  no  more  right  to  refuse  a  pension  to  a  sol 
for  a  disability  due  to  wounds  or  injuries  received  or  disease  contra 
in  the  service  and  line  of  duty  because  he  was  dishonorably  dischai 
under  the  law  as  it  now  stands,  than  it  has  to  grant  a  pension  t 
officer  or  an  enlisted  man  under  the  act  of  January  29,  1887,  Jon* 
1890,  or  July  27,  1892,  who  had  not  received  an  honorable  dischai^ 

Pension  can  not  be  denied  this  claimant  on  the  ground  that  her 
husband  was  dismissed  from  the  service  by  sentence  of  a  general  c 
martial. 


commencement  of  pension-act  of  june  «7,  1890. 

Minor  of  Ernst  Bieckhoff. 

A  minor's  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  granted  by  reason  of  the  rema 
of  yridow,  should  commenoe  from  date  of  filing  of  the  minor's  application, 
of  Timothy  L.  Carley,  7  P.  D.,  12.) 

Assistant  Secretary  John   M.    Reynolds    to    the    Commi8si4mer   of   Fen. 

October  24,  1896. 

The  guardian  herein,  on  April  15,  1895,  filed  his  application  for 
sion  for  his  ward,  an  alleged  minor  child  of  soldier.  Claim  was  rej< 
June  29,  1895,  on  the  ground  that  minor  was  over  sixteen  years  ol 


DECISIONS    RELATING    TO    PENSIONS.  325 

the  date  of  the  filing  of  the  application.     An  appeal  was  filed 
i^rch  6,  1896,  allying  that  the  said  rejection  was  contrary  to  law. 
Xt  is  admitted  that  the  alleged  minor  was  over  sixteen  years  of  age 

t^he  date  of  filing.     It  is  also  admitted  that  the  widow  herein  was  a 
tnsioner  ap  to  the  date  of  her  remarriage  in  1891.     The  only  question 

issue  is  as  to  the  date  at  which  a  minor's  pension,  under  the  act  of 
ine  27,  1890,  should  commence. 

The  question  of  date  of  commencement  of  pension  under  said  act  was 
oroughly  discussed  in  the  case  of  Timothy  L.  Carley  (7  P.  D.,  12), 
id  the  rule  laid  down  for  procedure.  The  commencement  of  minor's 
Mision  is  there  held  to  be  at  the  date  of  the  filing  of  the  declaration, 
bich  is  in  conformity  vrith  the  uniform  and  unchanged  practice  of  the 
cireau  since  said  act  was  passed.  I  see  no  reason  to  change  my  views, 
id  as  the  general  principles  involved  are  discussed  in  the  aforesaid 
fie,  it  will  not  be  necessary  to  discuss  them  under  this  appeal. 
There  not  appearing  to  be  any  error  in  your  ruling  in  this  case,  it 
ill  be  sustained. 
The  action  appealed  from  is  affirmed. 


disloyaiity— section  4716,  revised  statutes— evidence. 

Emma  H.  Seymour  (widow). 

Where  service  in  the  Confederate  army  is  shown  by  a  soldier's  or  sailor's  record,  the 

bnrden  of  proof  is  on  his  widow  claiming  pension  on  acooant  of  his  service  and 

death,  to  show  that  such  service  was  not  voluntary. 
Claimant  in  this  case  not  having  satisfactorily  shown  that  her  husband's  service  in 

the  Confederate  army  was  involnntary,  her  claim  was  properly  rejected  ander 

section  4716,  Revised  Statute?. 

mgtant    Secretary    John    M,    Reynolds    to    the  Commissioner    of  Pensions, 

October  10,  1896. 

Appellant  filed  a  claim  (No.  13,394)  for  pension  under  the  act  of 

ine  27,  1890,  as  the  widow  of  Edward  H.  Seymour,  late  landsman, 

nited  States  Navy,  which  was  rejected  on  the  ground  of  her  inability 

prove  that  her  husband's  service  in  the  Confederate  army  was  not 

• 

>lunt»ry.  From  this  action  appeal  was  filed  June  26,  1896,  wherein 
was  contended  that  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  provides  pension  for  all 
ming  within  its  provisions,  except  as  therein  specifically  excepted, 
eluding  every  person  who  served  in  the  military  or  naval  service  of 
e  United  States  without  distinction;  that  said  act  stands  alone, 
tirely  outside  the  scope  of  pensions  as  influenced  by  prior  legislation, 
id  repealed,  at  least  by  implication,  every  conflicting  provision  of  law 
L  the  statute  hook  at  the  time  of  its  passage,  incVwdm^  «j^qM\Qi\i  V\\^^ 
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Revised  Statutes,  and  that  the  only  requirements  necessary  to  esUbM 
title  thereunder  were  ninety  days'  service  in  the  United  States  Army 
or  Navy  during  the  war  of  the  rebellion,  an  honorable  discharge  there- 
from, the  death  of  the  soldier,  marriage  of  the  widow  to  the  soldier 
prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act,  that  she  has  not  remarried,  and  that 
she  is  dependent. 

It  is  clear  that  the  contention  of  this  appeal  is  based  on  former 
decisions  of  the  Department,  rendered  by  Assistant  Secretary  Bossey  in 
cases  of  a  similar  character,  chiefly  those  of  George  W.  Coffey  (4  P.  D., 
285),  and  Daniel  B.  Garrison  (6  P.  D.,  289).  Those  decisions  held  that 
section  4716,  Revised  Statutes,  did  not  apply  to  claims  under  the  act  of 
June  27,  1890,  but  they  have  been  distinctly  and  repeatedly  overruled 
in  decisions  of  a  later  date,  rendered  by  me,  and  the  directly  opposite 
view  from  that  expressed  in  this  appeal,  and  in  the  Coffey  and  GarriBon  |  ^ 
decisions,  was  taken.  The  decisions  are  long,  and  it  is  only  neoessary 
to  quote  here  a  portion  of  the  head  notes  of  some  of  them  to  indicate  [- 
the  present  position  of  the  Department  on  the  propositions  stated.  In 
the  case  of  Adolph  Bernstein  (7  P.  D.,  229),  decided  May  19, 1894,1 
held  that — 

The  act  of  Jane  27,  1890,  is  a  part  of  the  pension  oode,  and  is  to  be  oonstroed  vith 
existing  pension  laws  in  pari  materia;  so  construed  it  op^iatei  oamulatively,  aodnot 
by  way  of  sabstitntion  or  repeal. 

In  the  case  of  Milo  Ousterhout  (7  P.  D.,  270),  decided  July  21,  1894, 
I  held : 

1.  Enlistment  in  the  Confederate  army  will  be  presumed  to  be  voluntary. 

2.  8uch  enlistment  and  service  in  the  Confederate  army  is  such  a  voluntary  aiding 
and  abetting  the  rebellion  against  the  authority  of  the  United  States  as,  under  section 
4716,  Revised  Statutes,  will  bar  title  to  pension. 

In  the  case  of  Sarah  H.  Osborn  (7  P.  D.,  317),  I  held  directly  that- 

1.  The  act  of  June  27,  1890,  is  a  part  of  the  pension  oode,  and  is  to  be  construed  with 
existing  laws  in  pari  materia,  and  is  subject  to  the  prohibitory  provision  of  section  4716, 
Revised  Statutes. 

2.  The  widow  of  a  soldier  or  sailor  whose  husband  voluntarily  served  in  the  Confed- 
erate army  or  navy,  either  prior  or  subsequent  to  his  service  in  the  Army  or  Kavy  of  the 
United  States,  is,  by  reason  of  the  inhibition  of  section  4716,  Revised  Statutes,  not 
entitled  to  a  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

And  in  the  case  of  Augustus  H.  Longee  (7  P.  D.,  586),  decided,  June 
15,  1895,  where  the  facts  are  very  similar  to  those  in  this  case  under 
consideration,  it  was  stated  : 

1.  Where  there  is  a  record  of  service  in  the  Confederate  army,  whether  by  consorip- 
tion  or  otherwise,  such  record  foiling  to  show  whether  such  service  was  voluntary  or 
involuntary,  it  will  be  presumed  that  service  was  voluntary,  but  such  presumption  may 
be  rebutted. 

2.  Where  service  in  the  Confederate  army  is  shown  by  a  claimant's  record  the  bnides 
of  proof  is  on  him  to  show  that  such  service  was  iwt  voluutary. 
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3.  Where  the  record  shows  that  a  claimant  volantarily  engaged  in,  or  aided  and 
Abetted  the  rebellion,  his  claim,  under  the  act  of  Jane  27,  1890,  should  be  rejected 
nnder  section  4716,  Bevised  Stain tes. 

4.  A  claimant  who  was  conscripted  into  the  Confederate  anny  may  or  may  not  have 
rendered  rolantary  service,  and  where  from  the  record  it  appears  that  any  service 
rendered  was  not  voluntary,  but  wholly  compulsory,  he  is  excepted  from  the  operation 
of  section  4716,  Kevised  Statutes. 

5.  The  sufficiency  of  the  evidence  to  rebut  the  presumption  of  voluntary  service  in 
the  Confederate  army  must  depend  on  the  circumstances  of  each  particular  case. 

These  decisions  distinctly  overrule  the  decisions  in  Coffey  and  Garri- 
son cases. 

Following  the  line  of  these  decisions,  it  is  plain  that  the  act  of  Jane 
27,  1890,  must  be  construed  in  conjunction  with  all  general  pension 
laws,  and  that  section  4716,  Kevised  Statutes,  has  a  direct  bearing  on 
the  title  of  the  beneficiaries  of  said  act.  The  claimant's  husband, 
having  been  in  the  Confederate  service  previous  to  his  service  in  the 
United  States  Navy,  the  only  matter  to  be  determined,  under  this 
ap;)eal,  is  whether  such  service  in  the  rebel  army  was  voluntary  or 
involuntary.  And,  since  the  records  do  not  show  that  fact,  it  can  only 
be  learned  from  the  proofs  submitted  by  the  claimant. 

The  records  contain  the  following  relative  to  this  sailor's  services : 

Oonfederate  archives  show  the  name  of  £.  H.  Seymour  on  roll  of  Company  G,  Sixty- 
sixth  Georgia  Infantry,  as  fifth  sergeant,  enlisted  August  15,  1863,  at  Greenshoro,  Ga., 
by  Capt.  G.  A.  Hall,  for  three  years,  or  the  war,  present.  This  roll  was  not  dated,  hut 
was  received  in  A.  &  I.  G.  O.  October  12,  1863.  KoU  from  August  15  to  December  31, 
1863,  ''captured  hy  the  enemy  November  26,  1863."  No  record  of  disability.  No 
farther  information  found. 

Prisoner  of  War  Records  show  Edward  —  Seymour,  Company  G,  Sixty-sixth  Georgia 
Infantry,  captured  at  Graysville,  Ga.,  November  27,  1863,  confined  at  Kock  Island,  111., 
^here  he  enlisted  in  the  United  States  Navy,  and  was  transferred  to  the  naval  ren- 
dezvous, Camp  Douglas,  111.,  January  25,  1864. 

The  records  of  this  office  (Record  and  Pension  Office,  War  Department),  do  not  show 
whether  Edward  H.  Seymour,  Company  G,  Sixty-sixth  Georgia  Infantry,  C.  S.  A., 
joined  the  service  voluntarily  or  involuntarily. 

Edward  H.  C.  Seymour,  landsman,  enlisted  on  the  North  Carolina,  January  25,  1864, 
and  served  thereon  to  June  16,  1864;  on  the  Tallapoosa  to  January  5,  1865;  on  the  Dale 
to  Fehruary  18,  1865;  on  the  Qlaueus  to  Juno  5,  1865;  on  the  North  Carolina  to  June  7, 
1865,  when  discharged  as  C.  H. 

The  medical  records  show  that  he  was  admitted  to  hospital  February 
3,  1865,  just  ten  days  after  he  enlisted  in  the  Navy,  and  was  under 
treatment  most  of  the  time  to  June  5,  1865,  for  anaemia,  diarrhea, 
cough,  symptoms  of  incipient  tuberculosis  and  pleurisy,  and  it  is  stated 
that  his  disability  was  not  contracted  in  line  of  duty. 

The  sailor  filed  a  claim  July  12,  1887,  for  pension  under  the  general 
law,  on  account  of  disease  of  bowels.  This  was  rejected  March  31, 
1888,  for  the  reason  that  he  had  voluntarily  aided  and  abetted  the 
rebellion  against  the  authority  of  the  United  States^  aiid  qAsa  b^Qaj\s^ 
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his  alleged  disability  existed  before  enlistment.  Subsequently  he  filed 
July  9,  1890,  a  claim  for  pension  under  act  of  June  27,  1890.  This 
was  rejected  November  9,  1890,  on  the  ground  of  his  disloyalty,  but 
the  Departmental  decision  in  the  case  of  George  W.  Coffey,  already 
referred  to,  having  been  rendered  December  16,  1890,  holding  that 
section  4716,  Revised  Statutes,  had  no  application  to  claims  under  the 
act  of  June  27,  1890,  this  claim  was  reopened  and  admitted  July  7, 
1891,  at  $8  per  month.  This  pension  the  sailor  drew  till  his  death, 
February  21, 1893,  the  decisions  overruling  the  holding  in  the  Coffey 
case  not  having  been  rendered  till  after  that  time. 

The  evidence  on  which  claimant  relied  to  show  that  her  husband 
did  not  voluntarily  aid  in  the  rebellion  consisted  of  the  affidavits  of 
Nettie  S.  Orear  and  Mrs.  E.  L.  Gardiner,  relatives  of  the  sailor,  and 
who  were  14  and  16  years  of  age,  respectively,  in  1863,  when  he 
enlisted  in  the  Confederate  service.  These  affidavits  tended  to  show 
that  the  conscript  laws  of  the  Confederate  States  were  very  strict,  and 
sailor  tried  to  evade  them  and  escape  into  the  Union  lines,  but  he 
could  not,  and  was  conscripted  into  the  service  at  the  time  he  u^ 
reported  to  have  enlisted.  This  evidence  was  not  deemed  sufficient  to 
show  involuntary  service,  and  the  claim  was  rejected  as  stated.  Since 
the  rejection  an  affidavit  by  W.  M.  Weaver,  lat^  first  lieutenant  and 
captain  of  Company  G,  Sixty-sixth  Georgia  Infantry,  has  been  filed,  in 
which  he  states  that — 

He  knew  Edward  H.  Seymour,  who  was  a  member  of  the  company,  and,  while  be 
can  not  state  positively,  he  is  under  the  impression  that  said  Seymour  was  sent  to  the 
company  from  a  conscript  camp.  On  the  retreat  of  Bragg^s  army  from  Missioaanr 
Ridge  to  Dalton,  Ga.,  ?aid  Seymour  fell  out  by  the  way,  and  the  general  impression 
in  the  company  was  that  he  did  so  purposely.  Deponent  did  not  see  him  again  until  in 
1865,  after  the  snrreudcr,  when  he  met  him  in  Nashville,  Tenn  ,  and  he  told  depoaent 
that  after  leaving  the  Confederate  army  he  took  the  oath  of  allegiance  to  the  United 
States  Government,  and  enlisted,  and  served  in  the  United  States  Navy.  Deponent 
knew  that  said  Seymour's  heart  was  not  in  the  cause  of  the  Confederate  States,  in 
which  he  was  serving,  and  the  fact  that  he  left  it  intentionally,  as  he  expressed  a  desin 
to  be  within  the  Union  lines. 

This  affidavit  was  held  not  to  change  the  status  of  the  case,  and  the 
rejection  was  adhered  to.  I  am  constrained  to  the  same  opinion,  in 
view  of  the  record,  which  does  not  show  that  the  enlistment  in  the 
Confederate  service  was  compulsory,  or  under  the  conscript  law,  and 
which  does  show  that  the  sailor  was  captured  and  confined  as  a 
prisoner  of  war  for  two  months,  when  he  enlisted  in  the  United  States 
Navy. 

The  evidence  of  claimant's  witnesses  is  indefinite  and  merely  states 
general  impressions,  without  any  particular  facts  to  sustain  them,  and 
it  can  not  he  considered  sufficient  to  show  that  the  service  of  claim- 
ant's hushand  in  the  (Confederate  army  was  not  voluntary..   As  indi- 


DECISIONS   RELATING   TO    PENSIONS.  329 

oskted  in  the  decision  in  the  Longee  case,  before  referred  to,  the  burden 
of  proof  is  on  her  to  show  that  fact  by  satisfactory  evidence,  and  her 
ioability  to  secure  such  evidence  is  her  misfortune.  The  fact  that  she 
lias  not  furnished  it,  however,  renders  it  impossible  to  give  her  appeal 
fsLTorable  consideration,  and  the  action  rejecting  her  claim  must  be 
sustained. 


obcl.aration— act  june  »7,  isbo-diagnosis. 

John  Jones. 

Xhe  soldier  filed  ao  application  for  x)en8ioo  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  on  the  26th 
of  April,  1892.  He  alleged  disability  from  rheumatism  and  its  results.  He  died 
on  the  24th  of  Jannary,  1893,  of  Bright's  disease  of  the  kidneys,  which  existed  at 
the  date  of  filing  the  application,  and  by  which  he  was  confined  to  his  bed  for 
three  months  before  his  death.  It  is  held  that  the  declaration  in  which  he  alleged 
disability  from  rheomatism  was  a  sufficient  application  for  pension  for  disability 
from  disease  of  the  kidneys,  and  that  the  disability  from  said  cause  was  of  such  a 
degree  as  to  entitle  applicant  to  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

^ssidant   Secretary   John   M,    Reynolds   to    the    Commissioner   of   Pensions, 

October  24,  1896. 

John  Jones  filed  his  original  claim  for  pension  under  the  act  of  June 
27,  1890,  on  the  26th  of  April,  1892.  He  alleged  that  he  was  unable 
to  earn  a  support  by  manual  labor  because  of  disability  from  rheuma- 
tism and  its  results.  His  claim  was  rejected  April  1,  1893,  on  the 
ground  that  he  was  not  disabled  in  a  pensionable  degree  under  the  act 
of  June  27,  1890.  The  said  John  Jones  died  on  the  24th  of  January, 
1893.  Some  evidence  was  filed  in  the  claim  in  April,  1896,  with  a  view 
to  having  it  reconsidered  for  the  allowance  of  aecrued  pension  to  the 
vridow.  By  letter  of  May  16,  1896,  the  attorney  was  informed  that 
there  was  no  claim  pending,  and  that  the  widow  might  file  an  applica- 
tion in  her  own  name. 

Applicant  was  examined  on  the  6th  of  July,  1892,  by  the  board  of 
surgeons  at  Montpelier,  Ohio,  who  reported  his  condition  as  follows : 

Palse  rate,  76;  respiration,  24;  temperature,  9H.3;  height,  5  feet  8^  inches;  weight, 
180  pounds;  age,  48  years.  Creaking  is  present  in  both  shoulders,  and  to  a  great  extent 
in  both  knees.  Soreness  is  present  in  dorsal  muscles  of  spine,  both  sides  of  column, 
also  in  shoulder  girdle  muscles,  both  shoulders,  also  in  both  knees  and  ankles,  left 
elbow,  right  elbow,  and  small  joints  right  hand.  Right  wrist  slightly  the  laiger. 
Otherwise  no  swelling.  No  atrophy.  Rating,  i%.  Tongue  is  mnch  coated,  fissured. 
Skin  is  dear.  Nutrition  is  good.  Little,  if  any,  emaciation.  Heart  normal.  No 
other  disability  found  to  exist. 

The  board  rated  the  disability  from  rheumatism  at  -^j. 
Dr.  George  Young,  of  Pioneer,  Ohio,  testified  March  4,  1896,  that 
said  Jones  died  on  the  24th  of  January,  1893,  of  BrV^V^  diYek^AJS^  oil 
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the  kidneys.  Affiant  was  his  family  physician  and  had  &  g( 
opportunity  for  knowing  his  physical  condition.  For  two  yean  pi 
to  his  death  he  would  often  complain  to  affiant  that  he  was  suffer 
from  pain  in  his  back  in  the  region  of  his  kidneys,  and  that  he  y 
not  able  to  work.  After  some  time  affiant  examined  him  more  ei 
cally,  and,  upon  testing  his  urine,  found  that  he  was  suffering  qi 
severely  from  Bright's  disease  of  the  kidneys.  He  was  confined  to 
bed  for  three  months  before  his  death  with  said  disease.  He  was 
affiant's  opinion,  incapacitated  to  perform  manual  labor  for  two  y* 
or  more  prior  to  his  death.  His  disability  was  not  caused  by  vie 
habits.     He  was  temperate  in  all  respects. 

Elwood  Lett  testified,  March  21,  1896,  that  he  had  been  acquaii 
with  John  Jones  for  about  fifteen  years.  For  about  two  years  pric 
his  death  Jones  complained  of  his  back  quite  frequently,  and  it 
necessary  for  him  to  get  up  quite  frequently  during  the  night  to  n 
water.  It  bothered  him  from  doing  work,  and  at  times  it  was  imp 
ble  for  him  to  do  any  work  on  account  of  pain  and  weakness.  Afl 
knows  the  facts  for  the  reason  that  he  worked  for  said  Jones 
stayed  with  him  at  nights  when  working  for  him. 

The  declaration  in  the  case  alleging  disability  from  chronic  rhec 
tism  is  a  sufficient  declaration  for  disability  from  Bright's  disease  ol 
kidneys  with  which  it  might  be  confounded  by  an  applicant. 

The  Medical  Referee,  having  considered  the  case  upon  the  reqae 
this  Department,  gives  the  opinion  that  the  disability  from  Bri| 
disease  of  the  kidneys  was  such  as  to  entitle  applicant  to  a  rs 
under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

The  action  reje<;ting  the  claim  is,  therefore,  set  aside.  Ybu 
please  adjudicate  the  same  on  the  view  that  applicant  was  disabl< 
such  a  degree  as  to  be  entitled  to  pension  under  the  act  of  Jun 
1890,  and  that  his  application  was  sufficient. 


DKCI^ARATION-SIGNATUBB. 

R.  C.  Garden. 

The  necessity  of  the  claimant's  signature  to  a  deolaration  is  baaed  upon  aotuid  pn 
^nd  absence  of  the  signatare  to  a  deolaration  makes  suoh  declaration  infonua 

Amstant  Secretary  John   M,   Reynolds  to    the    Commissioner    of   Pen 

October  24,  1896. 

Claimant,  on  August  13,  1890,  filed  his  declamtion  under  the  f 
June  27,  1890.  Said  declaration  was  not  accepted  as  valid,  on  ac< 
of  a  lack  of  signature.     It  was  properly  «uckiio^\«A%<ftd^  Ixowever^  x 
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be  statate.  On  June  22, 1892,  the  chief  of  the  Law  Division  addressed 
commanication  to  the  chief  of  the  Western  Division,  virtually  hold-* 
ig  that  said  declaration  was  a  valid  one,  and  suggested,  in  order  that 
he  practice  might  he  harmonious,  that  the  declaration  he  sent  to 
laimant  for  signature.  I  find  some  envelopes  in  the  files  in  this  case, 
rhich  tend  to  show  that  this  suggestion  was  attempted  to  be  carried 
ut,  but  that  the  letters  to  claimant  were  unclaimed,  and  were  returned 
L>  the  Pension  Bureau.  On  March  4,  1896,  claimant  was  notified  that 
lis  claim  was  rejected,  on  account  of  no  valid  declaration  having  been 
lied.  On  April  4,  1896,  the  chief  of  the  Western  Division  advised  the 
faief  of  the  Law  Division  that  the  declination  of  acceptance  of  said 
ledaration  was  adhered  to,  and  said  action  appears  to  have  been 
.ffirmed  by  a  letter  from  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  accompanying 
his  appeal,  in  which  said  action  is  adhered  to.  Claimant,  by  attorney, 
low  appeals,  April  13,  1896,  requesting  that  your  action  be  set  aside, 
hnd  that  the  declaration  be  held  to  be  valid.  The  files  show  that  your 
>nly  objection  to  this  declaration  is  because  of  the  lack  of  signature, 
ind  an  inspection  of  the  declaration  shows  that  otherwise  than  as 
stated  it  is  sufficient. 

It  not  infrequently,  in  the  adjudication  of  pension  claims,  becomes 
lecessary  to  compare  the  signature  as  it  appears  upon  the  deolaration 
md  afiidavits,  and  by  so  doing  cases  of  disputed  identity  are  often 
lettled,  and  in  many  other  cases  the  rights  of  bona  fide  claimants  are 
)rotected.  A  form  for  a  declaration  has  been  promulgated  by  the 
yommissioner  of  Pensions,  which  form  has  received  the  approval  of  the 
Secretary,  and  which  calls  for  the  signature  of  claimant,  and  I  believe 
hat  the  requirement  is  in  accordance  with  sound  practice,  and  is,  in  il& 
lature,  protective  of,  and  beneficial  to,  the  rights  of  genuine  claimants. 
The  case  should  therefore  be  reopened,  and  claimant  should  affix  his 
lignature  to  the  disputed  application,  thereby  curing  its  present  infor- 
nality. 


examining  surgeons-presumptions. 
Theodore  M.  Koyt. 

^miniog  Buxgeons  are  ofBoers  of  the  Government,  and  it  is  presnmed  that  their  daty 
has  been  properly  performed  in  the  absence  of  evidence  to  the  contrary,  and  the 
single  affidavit  of  a  civil  surgeon  is  not  sufficient  to  impeach  the  certificate  of  a  board 
of  official  surgeons. 

imdafU    Secreiary  John    M.   Reynolds   to   the    Commissioner  of  PensionSy 

October  24,  1896, 

On  September  18,  1891,  appellant  filed  his  claim  under  the  general 
iw,  alleging  increase  of  pensioned  cause  and  nev?   d\aaXy^\V3 »    '^'^sfi^Ry 
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was  rejected  May  25,  1896,  no  increase  being  allowed.  An  appeal  is 
filed  as  of  the  date  of  September  8,  1896.  This  appeal  was  actnallj 
filed  on  July  7,  1896,  and  was  upon  the  ground  that  claimant  did  not 
receive  fair  consideration  at  the  hands  of  the  medical  board  that  exam- 
ined  him,  one  of  the  members  being  biased  against  him.  He  filed  with 
this  appeal  an  affidavit  of  a  civil  sui^eon  setting  out  his  condition  in 
full.  This  affidavit  with  the  appeal  was  sent  to  the  Commissioner  of 
Pensions,  and  that  official  has  held  that  the  affidavit  does  not  warrant 
any  change  of  action,  but  this  last  action  the  Secretary  has  as  yet  do 
reason  to  review.  The  appeal  must  be  considered  upon  the  allegation 
that  claimant  has  not  received  fair  consideration  at  the  hands  of  the 
examining  board. 

A  member  of  an  examining  board  of  surgeons  is  appointed  by  the  Com- 
missioner of  Pensions  under  section  4  of  the  act  of  Congress  of  July  25, 
1882  (amended  section  4774,  Revised  Statutes),  and  when  so  appointed 
is  a  representative  and  agent  of  the  Government.  Part  of  the  duties 
of  these  surgeons,  as  stated  in  the  act  cited,  are  ^^  that  all  examinations 


shall  be  thorough  and  searching,"  and  the  act  further  states  that  *'  the 
certificate  (shall)  contain  a  full  description  of  the  physical  condition  of 
the  claimant  at  the  time,"  etc.  These  certificates  are,  from  the  time 
that  they  are  signed,  part  of  the  public  record.  It  must  be  presumed, 
at  the  outset,  that  this  record  is  correct;  the  law  obliges  it  to  be  made; 
it  provides  that  certain  individuals  shall  make  it,  and  it  directly  states 
what  said  record  shall  contain. 

When  a  Government  official  specially  charged  with  a  certain  duty 
(when  that  duty  is  required  to  be  done)  does  that  duty,  a  strong  pre- 
sumption arises  that  the  official  has  performed  it  according  to  law. 
This  doctrine  is  too  well  founded  to  admit  of  discussion  and  the  decifi- 
ions  and  the  applications  of  it  are  numerous.     Moreover,  the  allegation 
of  claimant,  if  true,  raises  the  question  of  fraud  on  the  part  of  the 
examining  board,  and  it  is  well  known  that  fraud  can  not  be  presumed, 
it  must  be  proved.     An  appeal  to  the  Secretary  is  not  the  place  to  raise 
this  question ;  it  must  be  made  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions.    It  is 
well  to  state  here  however,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  appeal  contained 
an  affidavit  in  support  of  his  contention,  that  the  said  affidavit  did  not 
go  to  the  question  raised  in  the  appeal.     That  affidavit  was  simply  evi- 
dence from  a  physician  that  claimant  was  sufiering  from  certain  disa- 
bilities.    It  was  in  no  way  corroborative  of  the  contention  that  the 
examining  board  had,  in  consequence  of  a  bias  on  the  part  of  one  of 
its  members,  been  guilty  of  misrepresenting  claimant's  condition  and  of 
making  a  wrongful  record.     If  the  claimant  desires  to  pursue  his  con- 
tention he  must  establish  it  by  some  other  than  the  very  indirect  way 
that  he  has  chosen.     Fraud  could  never   be  established   upon  such 
evidence. 


I 
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An  examination  of  the  certificate  referred  to  shows  ^  complete  fulfill- 
aent  of  the  law.  Claimant's  alleged  disabilities  are  described  in  more 
ban  ordinary  detail  and  with  great  care,  and  the  board  of  surgeons 
omplained  of  have  rated  him  far  beyond  his  present  rating,  but  it  is 
evident,  from  a  number  of  the  certificates  on  file  in  this  case,  that  claim- 
ant's vicious  habits  have  been  for  years  an  important  factor  in  his 
^liysical  and  mental  condition. 

I  can  find  nothing  that  warrants  even  the  slightest  assumption  that 
claimant's  allegation  has  any  foundation  whatever,  but  on  the  contrary 
[  do  find  that  he  has  had  complete  and  ample  justice  at  the  hands  of 
Jie  board  of  surgeons  complained  of  under  the  evidence. 

The  action  appealed  from  is  affirmed. 


dependence-act  june  97,  1890. 

Margaret  O'Neill  (widow). 

^Idier's  life  was  insured  for  $2,500,  which  amount  the  widow  received  about  two 
months  after  filing  her  application  for  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  and 
speedily  squandered,  sinoe  which  she  has  been  in  destitute  circumstances. 

Hddy  that  she  is  entitled  to  receive  pension  from  the  date  of  her  application,  deducting 
the  period  during  which  she  possessed  "means  of  support*'  independent  of  her 
labor. 

Assistant   Secretary  John   M.  Reynolds   to    the    Commissioner   of  Pensions^ 

October  24,  1896. 

The  claimant's  husband,  Charles  O'Neill,  served  as  a  private  in 
Company  E,  Seventy-third  Regiment  of  New  York  Infantry,  from  July 
24,  1861,  to  April  10,  1863,  and  died  on  the  24th  of  April,  1893.  The 
claimant  on  May  20,  1893,  filed  an  application  for  a  widow's  pension 
under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  which  was  rejected  December  12,  1895, 
after  a  special  examination,  on  the  ground  that  she  ^'  was  not  depend- 
ent at  the  time  of  filing  her  claim,  she  then  having  in  prospect  $2,500 
Eks  life  insurance  of  the  soldier,  which  she  received  in  July,  1893,  about 
two  months  after  filing  claim."    An  appeal  was  taken  on  May  6,  1896. 

The  £Bkcts  in  regard  to  the  claimant's  '^  means  of  support "  are  suc- 
cinctly set  forth  in  the  report  of  Special  Examiner  Thomas  G.  EandaU, 
dated  November  29,  1895,  as  follows : 

Soldier  carried  $2,500  life  insurance,  and  this  amount  was  paid  to  claimant  in  July, 
1893,  and  in  the  same  month  she  was  induced  to  purchase  a  house  and  lot,  paying 
11,250  down,  and  agreeing  to  pay  |1,250  in  two  years,  giving  a  trust  deed  on  the  prop- 
erty for  this  balance.  By  September  1,  1893,  the  claimant  did  not  have  a  cent,  except 
the  11,250  tied  up  in  the  property  referred  to.  *  *  *  She  seems  to  have  thought 
that  $2,500  wonld  last  forever,    8be  employed  a  man  by  ibe  name  ol  ^.  ^ .  Q(f^gg^\A 
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Attend  to  her  boflineflB  for  her,  and  installed  him  and  his  son  at  the  boaiding  hoine 
where  she  and  her  children  were  boarding,  and  paid  all  the  bills,  and  her  agent,  Grigg^s, 
is  snpposed  to  have  gotten  a  considerable  poi-tion  of  the  insurance  money.  Tbecliim- 
ant's  sons  are  worthlese  fellows,  and  as  long  as  claimant  had  a  cent  of  money  the  whole 
family  seems  to  have  fared  snmptnoasly  every  day,  bat  their  splendor  was  of  short 
duration,  lasting  about  sixty  days.  Claimant  is  now  wretchedly  poor.  She  is  aboatto 
be  turned  out  of  the  home  on  which  she  paid  $1,250.  The  trust  deed  has  been  foR- 
closed,  as  she  could  not  meet  the  deferred  payment,  or  even  jp&y  the  interest  What 
furniture  she  may  have  had  once  has  all  l)een  disposed  of  to  raise  a  little  ready  cash, 
and  the  rooms  of  her  house  are  bare  and  cheerless. 

It  appears  that  at  the  time  of  filing  her  application  the  claimant  had 
no  present  means  of  support  other  than  her  daily  labor,  though  she 
had,  **  in  prospect,''  $2,500.     When  that  prospect  was  realized  and  she 
came  into  possession  of  the  amount  stated  she  unquestionably  had 
means  of  support  sufficient,  while  they  lasted,  to  debar  her  from  taking  l 
benefit  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890.     With  the  disappearance  of  her  \ 
money  she  again  acquired  a  pensionable  status,  which  has  continued  k 
ever  since.     The  rejection  of  the  claim  is  overruled  and  pension  may  '' 
be  allowed  from  the  date  of  the  application,  deducting  the  period  during 
which  the  claimant  was  in  possession  of  means  of  support  independent 
of  her  labor. 


decl.atiations-act  june  87,  1800. 

Felix  Bastien. 

A  declaration  for  pension  under  the  provisions  of  section  2,  act  of  June  27,  1890, 
which  fails  to  show  any  of  the  four  essential  elements  of  title  thereunder,  viz.,  (1) 
that  the  claim  is  made  under  said  act,  (2)  ninety  days'  service  during  the  war  o( 
the  rebellion,  (3)  honorable  discharge,  and  (4)  the  existence  of  a  permanent  pbp- 
ical  or  mental  incapacity  for  earning  a  support  by  manual  labor,  not  due  to  vicioas 
habits,  is  void  and  of  no  effect.     (Durkee's  appeal,  8  P.  D.,  152.) 

Assistant    Secretary   John    M.    Reynolds    to    the  (hmmissioner   of  Peniicm, 

October  2^,  1896. 

This  appellant's  original  appHcation  for  pension  under  the  provisions 
of  section  2,  act  of  June  27,  1890,  was  filed  in  your  Bureau  on  June  1, 
1891,  and  was  rejected  on  February  2,  1892.  On  January  9,  1894,  he 
filed  another  application,  which  was  also  rejected  on  April  18,  1895. 
On  Februarj'^  4,  1896,  he  filed  a  third  application  for  pension  under 
said  section,  and  on  July  23, 1896,  he  waa  advised  by  your  Bureau  that 
the  same  was  invalid,  would  confer  no  rights  under  said  section,  and 
could  not  be  considered,  for  the  reason  that  he  had  failed  to  allege 
therein  his  honorable  discharge  from  the  service. 

From  said  action  refusing  to  accept  said  application  of  February  4, 


I>ECISIONS    RELATING   TO    PENSIONS.  336 

L£90y  as  a  valid  and  saificient  declaration  for  pension  ander  the  pro- 
Hsions  of  said  section,  this  appeal  was  taken  August  1,  1896. 

The  appellant  contends  that  inasmuch  as  all  the  essential  and  neces- 
hSixy  allegations  requisite  to  constitute  a  valid  claim  for  pension  under 
Ksid  section  had  been  made  in  his  two  former  applications  for  pension 
:Jiereander,  and  his  application  of  February  4, 1896,  was,  by  its  express 
berms,  but  supplemental  to  his  original  declaration,  which  was  therein 
directly  referred  to,  said  former  allegation  of  his  honorable  discharge 
^liould  have  been  considered  sufficient,  and  it  was  error  to  refuse  to 
Bkccept  and  consider  said  application  as  a  valid  and  sufficient  basis  for 
Bb  claim  for  pension  under  the  provisions  of  said  section.  Although 
Ekppellant's  declaration  of  February  4,  1896,  is,  in  form,  a  supplemental 
declaration,  and  reference  is  made  therein  to  his  former  applications 
fcr  pension,  it  was,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  a  separate  and  independent 
olaim  for  pension,  and  could  only  be  so  considered  under  the  provisions 
of  said  section,  if  it  could  be  considered  at  all.  Appellant's  former 
supplications  for  pension  had  been  finally  passed  upon  and  adjudicated 
by  your  Bureau,  and  had  been  definitely  and  finally  rejected.  They 
'were  not  pending  at  the  date  said  application  of  February  4,  1896,  was 
filed,  and  no  application  had  been  made  by  this  appellant,  and  no  steps 
taken  by  him  to  reopen  either  of  said  claims,  nor  is  any  request  for  a 
reopening  or  reconsideration  of  said  former  claims  contained  in  said 
application  of  February  4,  1896.  Said  former  applications  were  conse- 
quently not  open  to  amendment  at  said  time,  nor  were  they  in  a  posi- 
tion where  it,  was  possible  to  supplement,  aid,  or  cure  any  defect 
therein  by  the  allegations  of  a  subsequent  application.  In  the  sense, 
therefore,  that  it  was  the  basis  of  a  separate,  distinct,  and  independent 
claim  for  pension  under  the  provisions  of  section  2,  act  of  June  27, 
1890,  the  appellant's  application  of  February  4,  1896  was  an  original 
application. 

In  deciding  the  appeal  of  James  J.  Durkee  (8  P.  D.,  152),  this 
Department  stated  the  essential  elements  of  title  to  pension  under 
section  2,  act  of  June  27,  1890,  to  be : 

(1)  That  the  claim  is  made  under  the  act  of  Jnne  27,  1890,  (2)  ninety  days'  service 
dnring  the  war  of  the  rebellion,  (3)  honorable  discharge,  and  (4)  the  existence  of  a  per- 
manent physical  or  mental  incapacity  for  earning  a  support  by  manual  labor,  not  dne  to 
riciona  habits. 

And  held : 

An  original  declantion  or  application  which  does  not  show  the  four  essential  elements 
of  title,  hereinbefore  reoited,  shall  be  held  void  and  of  no  effect. 

But  even  if  it  could  be  conceded  that  said  application  of  February 
4,  1896,  was  merely  supplemental  to  and  amendatory  of  his  former 
applications,  as  contended  by  appellant,  it  could  not  have  been  accepted 
valid  and  sa&cient  for  that  purpose  by  yoxir  "fivxT^^Xi  xixA^t  ^^ 
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rulings  of  this  Department.     In   the  decision  above  cited  (Dnrkees 
appeal,  supra),  the  Department  also  held : 

A  Dew  declaration  filed  to  remedy  some  defect  io  the  original  should  contain  all  the 
averments  necessary  to  constitute  a  valid  application  under  the  rules  and  regvUatioos 
heretofore  prescribed.  Otherwise,  since  pension  can  commence  only  from  the  dateol 
filing  a  valid  declaration,  it  would  be  impossible  to  commence  the  pension  in  accord- 
ance with  the  law  in  cases  where  the  evidence  fails  to  show  the  existence  of  a  pensioo- 
able  disability  at  the  date  of  filing  the  oiiginal,  but  establishes  the  existence  of  socha 
disability  at  the  date  of  filing  a  later  declaration. 

In  the  absence,  therefore,  of  an  allegation  of  honorable  discharge  it 
is  clear  that,  under  the  rulings  of  this  Department,  appellant's  applica- 
tion of  February  4,  1896,  can  not  be  accepted  as  valid,  legal,  or  suffi- 
cient for  any  purpose,  but  is  void  and  of  no  eflfect,  and  your  action  in 
so  holding  was  not  error,  and  is  affirmed  accordingly. 


^1. 


discharge— dishonorablb  di8cuargb-act  junb  87,  1690. 

George  Vansickle. 

Claimant  having  been  dishonorably  discharged  from  his  term  of  enlistment  in  Compaaj 
H,  Fortieth  Ohio  Infantry  Volanteers,  for  service  in  the  war  of  the  rebellion,  be 
has  no  title  to  pension  nnder  the  provisions  of  section  2  of  the  act  of  Jane  27, 1890, 
for  the  reason  that  be  was  not  honorably  discharged  from  all  of  the  service  he  oon- 
tracted  to  perform  during  said  war.  (Cullen's  appeal,  6  P.  D.,  72;  Cowen's 
appeal,  7  P.  D.,  374.) 

Assistant   Secretary  John    M.  Reynolds    to    the    Commissioner    of  PenMoiu, 

October  24,  1896. 

This  appellant  filed  in  your  Bureau  on  October  16,  1894,  an  applica- 
tion for  pension  under  the  provisions  of  section  2,  act  of  June  27, 
1890,  which  was  rejected  on  August  6,  1896,  on  the  ground  that  he  had 
been  dishonorably  discharged  from  his  service  during  the  war  of  the 
rebellion  in  C!ompany  H,  Fortieth  Ohio  Volunteer  Infantry,  and  conBe 
quently  had  no  title  to  pension  under  the  provisions  of  said  section. 
From  said  action  appeal  was  taken  on  August  31,  1896. 

The  official  record  of  this  appellant's  military  service  during  the  war 
of  the  rebellion  in  the  War  Department  shows  that  he  first  enlisted  in 
C!ompany  H,  Fortieth  Ohio  Volunteer  Infantry,  on  August  7,  1861,  and 
served  therein  until  August  26,  1862,  when  he  was  dishonorably  dis- 
missed the  service,  to  forfeit  all  pay  and  allowances,  by  sentence  of  a 
general  court  martial.  He  subsequently  enlisted  in  Company  A,  One 
hundred  and  seventy-second  Ohio  National  Guards  on  April  27,  1864, 
and  served  therein  until  September  3,  1864,  when  he  was  mustered  out 
and  honorably  discharged  with  said  com\^«A)L'^.    Ha  ^^^gaixL  «nliated  on 


*    ^ 
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*«»braary  1, 1865,  in  Company  B,  One  hundred  and  eighty-fifth  Ohio 
'^olunteer  Infantry,  and  served  therein  until  September  26, 1865,  when 
.^  was  mnstered  out  with  said  company  and  honorably  discharged. 

Appellant  contends  that  inasmuch  as  he  is  shown  to  have  had  two 
nbsequent  terms  of  military  service  during  the  war  of  the  rebellion, 
^f  more  than  ninety  days'  duration  each,  from  which  he  was  honorably 
Llschai^ed,  his  service  entitles  him  to  pension  under  the  provisions  of 
eetion  2,  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

In  Cullen's  appeal  (6  P.  D.,  72),  cited  with  approval  in  Cpwen's 
k.ppeal  (7  P.  D.,  374),  this  Department,  in  discussing  the  identical  ques- 
i.on  here  presented,  used  the  following  language : 

Hie  langaage  of  the  second  section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  relative  to  the  service 
aad  diachaige  thereirom  required  as  a  condition  precedent  to  the  grant  of  pension  there- 
uider,  is  as  follows: 

**  Tliat  all  persons  who  served  ninety  days  or  more  in  the  military  or  naval  service  of 
ftie  United  States  daring  the  late  war  of  the  rebellion,  and  who  have  been  honorably 
liscfaaiged  therefrom,  and  who  are  now,''  etc. 

This  language  nnqaestionably  covers  and  includes  all  military  or  naval  service  ren- 
Lered  by  a  claimant  for  pension  under  said  act  ^^  during  the  late  war  of  the  rebellion.'' 
Elie  requirement  is  not  that  there  should  have  been  merely  ninety  days'  service  and  an 
ionorable  discfaaige  therefrom  during  said  war,  but  a  service  of  ninety  days  ''or 
nore  " — ^ninety  days  being  fixed  simply  and  solely  as  the  minimum  length  of  service 
required  by  the  act  to  give  a  pensionable  status  thereunder.  The  plain  and  obvious 
meaning  of  the  statute  is  that  a  military  or  naval  service  ''during  the  late  war  of  the 
rebellion  "  of  not  less  than  ninety  days'  duration  and  an  honorable  discharge  therefrom 
lie  required  as  conditions  precedent  to  the  grant  of  pension  thereunder,  and  the  "  hon- 
Mable  discharge"  required  is  clearly  not  an  honorable  discharge  from  any  special  or 
[Muticular  part  or  term  of  such  service  only,  but  from  all  military  or  naval  service  ren- 
iered  "  during  the  late  war  of  the  rebellion." 

The  rejection  of  this  claim  upon  the  ground  stated  was,  obviously,  in 
strict  accord  with  the  above-cit«d  rulings  and  decisions  of  this  Depart- 
nenty  and  was,  therefore,  not  error,  and  is  affirmed  accordingly. 


fraud  and  mistakb-reimbursement. 
William  H.  Bobeson. 

^here  the  claimant  concealed  the  fact  that  he  had  epileptic  fits  before  enlistment  and 
introduced  testimony  to  show  that  he  was  in  sound  bodily  health  when  he  entered 
the  army,  and  there  was  nothing  in  the  evidence  before  the  Pension  Bureau  to 
suggest  the  contrary,  and  pension  was  allowed  for  epilepsy,  which,  it  was  subse- 
quently ascertained,  existed  before  enlistment,  it  is  held  that  the  pension  was  pro- 
cured by  fraud,  and  pension  due  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  may  be  withheld 
to  reimburse  the  Qovemment  for  the  amount  erroneously  paid.  (Appeal  of  James 
A.  Trosper,  8  P.  D.,  75.) 

P.  D. — ^VOL.  8 22 
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Assistant   Secretary  John   M.   Reynolds    to   tlie    Commissioner   of  Peiumi, 

October  2^,  1896. 


The  claimant  was  formerly  a  pensioner  under  the  general  law  on 
account  of  epilepsy.    His  name  was  dropped  from  the  rolls  in  July,  \ 
1894,  upon  evidence  obtained  by  special  examination  showing  that  he  1 
had  epilepsy  before  he  went  into  the  army.     On  appeal  that  action 
was  affirmed  by  me  January  26,  1896. 

On  the  4th  of  August,  1894,  he  filed  a  claim  for  pension  under  the  J* 
act  of  June,  27,  1890,  which  was  adjudicated  in  July,  1895.  A  certifi-  ^ 
cate  was  issued  granting  pension  under  said  act  at  the  rate  of  $12  per  ^ 
month,  but  it  was  provided  that  payment  should  be  withheld  until  the  ? 
amount  accrued  should  be  sufficient  to  reimburse  the  Government  for  ^ 
the  money  erroneously  paid  under  the  old-law  claim.  From  that  ■ 
action  an  appeal  was  taken  August  1,  1896. 

It  is  contended  in  the  appeal  that  the  case  is  parallel  to  that  of 
Christian  May  (8  P.  D.,  71),  wherein  it  was  held  that  the  Grovemment 
can  not  withhold  pension  granted  under  the  act  of  Jime  27, 1890,  to 
reimburse  itself  for  moneys  erroneously  paid  as  pension  under  the 
general  law  when  such  pension  was  not  procured  through  fraud  or 
mistake,  but  was  allowed  as  the  result  of  an  erroneous  judgment  on  the 
evidence. 

In  May's  case  pension  was  granted  under  the  old  law  for  disease  of 
eyes  in  the  face  of  a  statement  in  the  certificate  of  disability  upon 
which  he  was  discharged  from  service  to  the  effect  that  he  had  not 
been  without  sore  eyes  before  enlistment.     In  discussing  the  evidence,  I 
I  said : 

■ 

The  daplicate  certificate  of  disability  for  discharge  filed  in  yoar  Bureau  before  appel-   | 
lant  applied  for  a  pension  notified  the  Government  that  he  had  sore  eyes  prior  to  enlist 
ment.    The  surgeon  who  examined  him  and  recommended  his  dischaige  had  foil 
knowledge  that  his  eyes  had  been  sore  prior  to  enlistment,  but  believed  that  the  coodi- 
tion  of  his  eyes  was  the  result  of  his  service,  taking  cold,  resulting  in  catarrhal  fevvr. 
It  appeals  also  that  claimant  filed  with  his  original  application  his  certificate  of  dis- 
charge, which  no  doubt  furnished  the  same  information  as  the  one  on  file  in  your    I 
Bureau,  and  it  does  not  appear  that  he,  in  any  manner,  attempted  to  deceive  the  Gov- 
ernment when  prosecuting  his  claim.     If  the  surgeon  on  whose  certificate  he  was  dis- 
charged had  reason  to  believe  that  the  conjunctivitis  and  ulceration  of  cornea  was  doe 
to  the  service  rather  than  to  the  sore  eyes  existing  before  enlistmeutf  claimant  ^ras    | 
fully  justified  in  believing  that  the  disease  of  eyes  for  which  he  claimed  i>en8ion  i^iis    | 
due  to  causes  originating  during  his  service.     The  Bureau  had  the  fact  that  sore  eyes    | 
existed  prior  to  enlistment  before  it  when  the  claim  was  adjudicated,  and  the  alloxiiiuce    ^ 
of  the  pension  was  the  result  of  a  judgment  on  tlie  evidence  that  the  then  existing  con-     | 
dition  of  eyes  was  not  due  to  the  sore  eyes  existing  prior  to  enlistment.     The  evidence    4 
does  not  disclose  any  deception  practiced  by  claimant  in  procuring  the  allowance  of  the    ' 
claim,  and  I  am  fully  convinced,  from  the  evidence,  that  the  pension  paid  claimant 
under  the  general  pension  law  was  allowed  as  the  result  of  an  erroneous  judgment  on 
the  evidence  on  file  that  the  disease  of  eyes  was  not  due  to  the  previously  existing  sore 
eyes,  and  not  as  the  result  of  fraud  ptactVced  \>y  a\>\>^\\wa\;. 
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The  facts  in  the  case  now  under  consideration  are  wholly  different, 
^he  Pension  Bureau  had  no  evidence  or  information,  when  it  allowed 
pension  under  the  old  law  for  epilepsy,  that  the  claimant  was  subject 
to  epileptic  fits  prior  to  his  enlistment.  That  fact  was  concealed  by 
liim.  The  Bureau  relied  upon  his  representations  and  upon  the  evi- 
dence filed  by  him  to  show  prior  soundness  and  was  deceived  thereby 
into  allowing  pension.     It  was  clearly  a  case  of  fraud. 

It  was  not  "  error  of  judgment "  for  the  Bureau  to  allow  pension 
upon  ex  parte  evidence,  there  being  nothing  in  the  case  to  arouse  sus- 
picion ;  nor  was  it  "  error  of  judgment "  to  continue  the  pension  after 
a  special  examination  which  failed  to  bring  to  light  any  convincing 
evidence  of  the  existence  of  epilepsy  before  enlistment.  The  claimant 
has  persistently  denied  that  he  had  epileptic  fits  before  enlistment,  but 
in  view  of  the  evidence  obtained  by  the  last  special  examination  and 
set  forth  in  full  in  my  decision  of  January  25, 1896,  herewith  attached, 
there  can  not  be  a  reasonable  doubt  that  he  has  deliberately  sworn  to 
what  he  knew  to  be  false,  and  the  case  comes  within  the  rule  in  the 
case  of  James  A.  Trosper  (8  P.  D.,  75).  Your  action  in  the  premises 
is  affirmed. 


ATTORNEYSII  IP-FORFEITURE. 

MosES  Adams  (claimant). 
C.  E.  FooTE  (attorney). 

Where  an  attorney  appears  in  a  case,  and  has  been  recognized,  and  becomes  in  neglect, 
bnt  has  not  been  superseded  in  the  attorneyship,  his  rights  are  the  same  as  those  of 
any  attorney  who  is  in  default,  and  is  recognized  through  the  courtesy  of  the 
Bnrean;  that  is,  he  can  only  preserve  his  rights  by  rendering  material  service 
before  the  appearance  of  another  attorney  in  the  claim. 

Assistant    Secretary   John    M,  Reynolds    to    the    Commissioner    of  Pensions, 

June  30,  1896. 

C.  E.  Foote,  of  Kalamazoo,  Mich.,  appealed  February  26,  1896,  in 
the  matter  of  recognition  in  the  claim,  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890, 
of  Moses  Adams. 

P.  H.  Fitzgerald  filed  the  original  declaration.  The  claim  was 
rejected  June  27, 1892.  The  appellant  filed  a  new  declaration  March 
21,  1893,  filed  one  affidavit  in  tlie  following  April,  and  called  up  the 
case  October  26,  1895.  Soule  &  Co.  entered  the  case  January  29,  1S96. 
On  September  13,  189'!,  the  appellant  was  informed  that  he  would  be 
recognized. 

The  appellant  was  not  entitled  to  recognition  on  the  last  mentioned 
date,  as  a  year  had  elapsed  in  which  he  had  not  'called  up  the  case, 
(Teherg'8  appeal,  ant.  224. )     But  as  he  had  not  at  Wvivt.  \.\\xvv.^  \^v^viw  ^rw^v^x- 
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seded  in  the  attorneyship,  and  having  been  recognized,  his  rights  ven 
the  same  as  those  of  any  attorney  in  default  who  is  recognized  through 
the  courtesy  of  the  Bureau.  That  is,  he  could  only  preserve  his 
rights  by  rendering  material  service  before  the  appearance  of  another 
attorney  in  the  claim.  This  the  appellant  did  not  do.  As  noted,  he 
called  up  the  case  October  26, 1895,  more  than  two  years  and  six  months 
from  the  date  he  last  rendered  service,  and  thereafter  took  no  further 
action. 

He  now  contends  that  he  has  not  forfeited  the  attorneyship  by  hid 
neglect,  and  relies  on  the  rule  laid  down  in  the  Keisor  case  (7  P.  D., 
558),  in  support  of  his  contention. 

The  rule  laid  down  in  the  above-mentioned  decision  is  applicable 
only  in  cases  where  an  attorney  is  entitled  to  information  as  to  the 
effect  of  evidence  filed  by  him.  When  thus  entitled,  and  having  made 
the  proper  call  for  status,  he  is  not  required  to  make  subsequent  calls 
in  order  to  preserve  the  right  to  recognition. 

The  appellant,  by  filing  the  aforesaid  affidavit,  did  not  bring  himself 
within  the  rule,  nor  relieve  himself  of  the  duties  imposed  by  other 
rules.  For  instance,  he  was  not  thereby  relieved  from  filing  call  slips 
at  proper  intervals  until  recogni2ed ;  nor  after  recognition  would  it 
relieve  him  from  filing  call  slips  at  regular  intervals  until  he  has  been 
informed  as  to  the  status  of  the  claim ;  for  the  reason  that  said  afiidavit 
was  insufficient  to  prima  facie  establish  the  case,  or  to  open  it,  or  to 
warrant  him  in  believing  that  it  was  sufficient  for  either  purp<Kje. 
Therefore,  the  filing  of  said  affidavit  does  not  avail  him,  nor  did  the 
filing  of  a  call  slip  after  he  became  in  neglect  operate  to  rene^v  his 
rights,  as  when  Soule  &  Co.  appeared  in  the  case  the  appeUant  Lad 
been  in  neglect  since  1894.  For  if  an  attorney  let  his  client's  i-ase 
remain  in  abeyance  for  years,  he  should  not  be  permitted  while  in 
default  to  renew  his  authority  by  the  performance  of  a  long-neglected 
duty  which  would  not  avail  an  original  attorney,  and  thus  thwait  the 
claimant  in  appointing  another,  who,  perhaps,  by  virtue  of  the  \H)\\er 
given  him,  has  been  accorded  recognition  and  has  rendered  maUrial 
service.     (Teberg's  case,  supra.) 

The  appellant  was  denied  recognition  on  the  ground  that  he  bad 
neglected  the  case,  and  thereby  under  Kule  12  had  forfeited  his  rights. 

Action  affirmed. 


dependent  fatheb-marriage  of  slaves. 
Henry  Walden  (father  of  James  Hubbard). 

In  a  daim  of  a  father  for  pension  it  mast  be  shown  that  he  was  legally  married  to  the 
mother  of  the  son  on  whose  aooonnt  the  claim  is  made.  Section  4705,  Kevised 
Statates,  doeB  not  apply  to  marriagea  of  yaxeii\a  ol  «b  «k^^\^. 
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jLmgtant    Secretary    John   M,   Beynolda   to   the    Commissioner   of   Pensions^ 

August  22,  1896, 

James  Hubbard  was  enrolled  in  Lynn  County,  Mo.,  on  the  2d  of 
October,  1863,  as  a  private  in  Company  B,  Sixtieth  United  States  Colored 
Troops, and  died  October  31,1863,in  regimental  hospital  at  Keokuk, Iowa. 

On  the  17th  of  September,  1885,  Henry  Walden  filed  an  application 
for  pension  in  which  he  alleged  that  he  was  the  father  of  James  Hub- 
liard ;  that  said  James  Hubbard  left  no  widow  or  child ;  that  he  was 
-dependent  upon  him  for  support  in  whole  or  in  part.  This  claim  was 
rejected  November  23,  1887,  on  the  ground  that  claimant  was  a  slave 
at  the  time  of  soldier's  death,  and  was  supported  by  his  master,  and 
there  was  no  proof  of  the  inadequacy  of  such  support. 

On  the  19th  of  July,  1890,  said  Henry  Walden  filed  an  application 
for  pension  as  &ther  of  James  Hubbard,  under  the  act  of  June  27, 
1890.  This  claim  was  rejected  January  25,  1896,  on  the  ground  "  that 
soldier  was  not  the  legitimate  son  of  claimant,  he  having  been  born  in 
slavery."  From  the  action  rejecting  the  claim  on  this  ground  an 
appeal  was  taken  June  4,  1896. 

The  facts  of  the  case  are  as  follows  :  The  claimant  and  the  mother 
of  the  soldier  were  slaves  in  Halifax  County,  Va.  They  lived  and 
cohabited  together  as  man  and  wife  after  the  manner  of  slaves  for 
some  years,  during  which  time  James  Hubbard  was  bom.  About  1850 
Bobert  Hubbard,  the  owner  of  the  claimant,  removed  to  Lynn  County, 
Mo.,  taking  claimant  with  him.  The  mother  of  the  soldier,  who  was 
the  slave  of  another  person,  was  left  behind  in  Virginia.  James 
Hubbard  was  also  left  behind  in  Virginia,  but  some  years  later  was 
brought  to  Missouri.  Claimant  never  returned  to  Virginia  after  his 
removal  to  Missouri.  He  states  that  he  was  married  twice  after  his 
removal  to  Missouri.  The  woman  to  whom  he  was  last  married  is  still 
living.  It  is  alleged  that  the  woman  he  left  in  Virginia  again  married, 
and  that  she  died  about  1884. 

The  second  section  of  the  act  entitled  "An  act  to  amend  section 
forty-seven  hundred  and  two,  title  fifty-seven.  Revised  Statutes  of  the 
United  States,  and  for  other  purposes,"  approved  August  7,  1882, 
provides : 

That  marriages,  except  such  as  are  mentioned  in  section  forty-seven  hundred  and  five 
of  the  Revised  Statutes,  shall  be  proven  in  pension  cases  to  be  legal  marriages  accord- 
ing to  the  law  of  the  place  where  the  parties  resided  at  the  time  of  the  marriage,  or  at 
the  time  the  right  to  pension  accrued. 

The  marriage  of  claimant  and  the  mother  of  soldier  is  not  one  of  the 
class  of  marriages  referred  to  in  section  4705  of  the  Eevised  Statutes. 
It  was  not  a  valid  marriage  under  the  laws  of  Virginia.  As  the 
parties  were  never  legally  married,  it  can  not  be  shown  that  James 
Hubbard  was  the  son  of  the  claimant.  TYie  acWoti  itwxi  ^Vvfisv  *^^ 
appeal  Is  taken  is  affirmed. 
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fbe— fee  agreements— attorneys.  ! 

August  Koch  (claimant). 
Travis  &  Brown  (attorneys). 

Where  an  attorney,  who  has  been  paid  |25,  enters  into  a  partnership,  and  the  firm  files 
new  articles  of  agreement,  no  fee  can  be  paid  to  the  firm  for  completing  the  claim 
for  disabilities  pending,  when  the  certificate  issued  on  which  the  attorney  received 
the  |2d,  but  not  included  in  such  certificate. 

(Anderson's  Digest,  sec.  54,  citing  case  of  Christian  Whisler,  Travis  &  Brown,  appellantB.; 

Assistant  Secretary  John    M,    Reynolds  to    tJie    Commissioner  of  Fengmtj 

Jun£  SOy  1896. 

Travis  &  Brown,  of  Crawfordsville,  Ind.,  May  15,  1896,  appealed  in 
the  matter  of  fee  on  the  issue  of  March  2, 1896,  in  the  claim  for  addi- 
tional pension  under  the  general  laws  of  August  Koch,  late  of  Ck)mpany 
K,  Thirtieth  Missouri  Infantry,  Certificate  No.  450,041. 

The  soldier's  original  claim  waa  based  on  disability  due  to  disease  of 
feet  and  chronic  diarrhea.  Mr.  Travis,  one  of  the  appellants,  filed  the 
declaration  and  completed  the  claim  on  account  of  disease  of  feet. 
Certificate  issued  October  2,  1889,  to  allow  pension  for  that  disability 
and  a  fee  of  $25  was  paid  him. 

Subsequent  to  said  allowance  Mr.  Travis  formed  a  copartnership  with 
Mr.  Brown,  the  other  appellant,  and  under  the  firm  name  of  Travis  & 
Brown  they,  on  March  10,  1894,  filed  in  pensioner's  behalf  a  claim  for 
reissue  and  for  additional  pension  on  account  of  chronic  diarrhea,  piles, 
and  disease  of  stomach  and  bowels.  They  filed  considerable  evidence 
in  support  of  the  claim,  and  on  March  2,  1896,  a  certificate  issued  to 
allow  additional  pension  from  March  2,  1888  (the  date  of  filing  the 
original  declaration)  on  account  of  chronic  diarrhea  and  resulting  piles. 
No  fee  was  certified  to  the  appellants,  hence  this  appeal. 

The  appellants  contend  that  as  pension  was  allowed  for  a  cause  of 
disability  the  claim  for  which  was  not  pending  at  the  time  of  the  issue 
in  this  case  on  which  Mr.  Travis  was  paid  a  fee,  that  they^  are  now 
entitled  to  a  fee  as  they  are  not  bound  by  the  contract  in  the  original 
claim  to  secure  pension  except  for  causes  there  alleged. 

It  appears  from  the  record  that  pension  was  allowed  for  piles,  not  as 
a  new  and  independent  disability  but  as  a  result  of  chronic  diarrhea 
which  was  alleged  in  the  original  claim.  The  reissue  was  to  allow  pen- 
sion for  a  cause  of  disability  (and  its  results)  alleged  in  the  original 
declaration ;  if  otherwise,  pension  would  commence  at  a  later  date. 

So  it  appears  that  Mr.  Travis  was  paid  the  full  contract  fee  for  secur- 
ing pension  on  account  of  chronic  diarrhea. 

Where  an  attorney,  who  has  been  paid  $25,  enters  into  a  partnershipt 
and  the  firm  files  new  articles  of  agreement,  no  feo^  e^^w  be  ^ia.vd  to  the  firm 
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^kx  completing  the  claim  for  disabilities  pending  when  the  certificate 
IfiBued  on  which  the  attorney  received  $25  but  not  included  in  such 
^certificate.  (See  case  of  Christian  Whisler,  decided  November  4, 1892, 
(13  Fee  P.  L.  Bk.,  150),  Travis  &  Brown,  appellants ;  this  case  involved 
^t^M^  point  at  issue  and  arose  on  a  like  condition  of  facts.) 
Action  affirmed. 


:DECL«AIIATI0X— INCREASE  AND  RESTORATION-ACT  OF  JUNE  87,  1890. 

RuFus  A.  Allen. 

1.  Pension  waa  reduced  from  |12  to  |6  per  month,  in  the  usaal  manner.     Claim  for 

increase  was  subsequently  filed  on  account  of  the  old,  and  also  newly-alleged 
caofles  of  disability,  and  claimant  added  in  writing  the  statement  that  he  wished 
to  secure  restoration  and  increase  to  $12  per  month. 

2.  The  claim  was  properly  treated  as  a  claim  for  increase,  and  not  one  for  restoration,  as 

contended  for  in  the  appeal. 

Atdstant   Secretary   John   M,   Reynolds    to    the    Commissioner   of  Pensions, 

August  29,  1896. 

Claimant  was  pensioned  from  July  9, 1890,  under  the  act  of  June  27, 
1890,  at  the  rate  of  $12  per  month,  on  account  of  loss  of  sight  of  left 
eye,  injury  to  left  leg,  and  injury  to  testicle. 

On  October  21, 1893,  he  was  given  the  usual  sixty  days'  notice  of  a 
proposed  reduction  of  his  pension  from  $12  to  $6  per  month. 

No  evidence  was  filed  in  rebuttal,  and  on  February  20,  1894,  the 
rate  of  pension  was  reduced  to  $6  per  month,  which,  in  the  opinion  of 
the  Medical  Brcferee,  was  sufficient  to  cover  all  the  disabilities  then 
shown  to  exist. 

On  December  17,  1894,  pensioner  filed  a  declaration  in  due  form  for 
an  original  declaration  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  alleging  the 
same  and  also  additional  disabilities,  viz:  Palsy  affecting  right  side, 
rheumatism  in  legs  and  hip,  and  general  debility.  He  also  added  in 
writing,  to  the  blank  form,  that  he  wished  to  secure  restoration  and 
increase  to  $12  per  month. 

As  under  the  practice,  it  could  not  be  treated  as  a  claim  for  restora- 
tion and  also  increase,  it  was  regarded  as  an  increase  claim.  Medical 
examination  followed,  March  27,  1895,  and  said  increase  claim  was 
allowed  from  that  date  to  $12  per  month  on  account  of  loss  of  sight  of 
left  eye,  injury  to  right  leg  and  testicle,  and  general  debility.  No  other 
disabilities  shown  to  exist. 

The  burden  of  the  appeal,  which  was  filed  April  23,  1896,  is  that  it 

was  erroneous  to  treat  said  claim  as  one  for  increase,  that  it  was 

intended  for  restoration  to  the  original  rate,  on  the  ground  of  improper 

reduction,  and  that  the  pensioner  was  wholly  unable  to  support  him- 

aelf  by  manual  labor. 
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If  claimant  intended  to  apply  for  restoration  to  the  former  rate  on 
account  of  the  disabilities  for  which  pension  had  been  granted  he 
should  have  so  stated  in  his  declaration. 

The  application  was  made  on  the  usual  form  for  an  original  declara- 
tion, and  several  new  and  additional  causes  were  alleged,  and  although 
the  words  '^  to  secure  restoration  and  increase  to  $12  "  were  interlined, 
it  could  not,  under  the  practice,  be  treated  as  a  claim  for  restoration  Z 
and  increase  at  the  same  time.  k 

The  former  contemplates  restoration  of  former  rate  from  date  of  V 
reduction,  if  the  degree  of  disability  from  the  causes  on  account  of  K 
which  pension  had  been  granted  remain  unchanged,  and  warrant  said  ^ 
action,  while  the  latter  includes  new  and  additional  causes  of  disa-  - 
bility,  and  if  allowed  the  increased  rate  must  commence  from  the  date 
of  medical  examination  had  thereunder.  \ 

The  reduction  from  $12  to  $6  per  month  was  made  in  the  usual  way, 
after  medical  examination,  which,  in  the  judgment  of  the  Medical 
Referee,  warranted  said  action. 

Upon  review,  July  16, 1896,  pending  the  consideration  of  this  appeal, 
the  Medical  Referee  adhered  to  the  action  then  taken. 

In  justice  to  claimant,  in  view  of  the  additional  alleged  causes  of 
disability,  there  appeared  to  be  no  other  course  to  pursue  under  the 
practice,  than  to  treat  it  as  an  increase  claim.  Another  medical  exami- 
nation was  had  March  27,  1895,  under  said  claim,  which  showed  some 
increase  of  disability  from  the  original  alleged  causes,  and  considerable 
general  debility  as  alleged  in  the  claim  for  increase,  which,  in  the 
opinion  of  the  Medical  Referee,  then  entitled  him  to  the  maximum  rate 
under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

It  being  a  claim  for  increase,  the  increased  allowance  was  made  to 
commence  from  the  date  of  medical  examination  under  the  provisions 
of  section  4698^,  Revised  Statutes. 

Although  the  case  is  somewhat  complicated,  I  concur  in  the  opinion 
of  the  Medical  Referee  of  July  16,  1896,  that  no  manifest  injustice  has 
been  done,  and  the  rate  at  which  he  is  now  paid  is  a  liberal  one. 

The  action  of  your  Bureau  is  affirmed. 


service— mexican  tvar. 
Anton  Brunz. 

Claimant's  regiment  was  called  into  the  service  during  the  war  with  Mexico,  for  the 
purpose  of  protecting  the  United  States  trains  on  the  Santa  Ft*  route  and  to  punish 
the  Indians  who  had  attacked  those  trains,  and  claimant's  service  in  said  command 
was  all  rendered  at  Fort  Leavenworth,  Independence,  Missouri,  on  the  Santa  F6 
road,  near  Bent's  Fort,  Fort  Mann,  on  the  Arkansas  River,  Walnut  Creek,  and 
Council  Grove,  and  not  in  Mexico,  on  the  coasts  or  frontier  thereof,  nor  en  route 
theiseto,  and  he  is  not,  therefore,  peu&\OTiab\^  oa  ^  %\)jN\NQt  q1  W<^  l&sufiuv  VTar 
under  the  act  of  January  29,  1887. 
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Assidani  Secretary  John   M.   Reynolds   to   the    Commissioner   of  Pensions^ 

August  29j  1896. 

The  daim  of  Anton  Brunz,  late  of  Company  C,  Gilpin's  Battalion, 
Biissouri  Infantry  (No.  24,642),  for  service  pension  as  a  survivor  of  the 
■war  with  Mexico,  was  filed,  November  22,  1894,  and  was  rejected  Feb- 
ruary 7,  1895,  on  the  ground  that  claimant  did  not  serve  sixty  days  in 
3[exico,  on  the  coast  or  frontier  thereof,  or  en  route  thereto.  Appeal 
^om  this  action  was  made  May  20,  1896,  on  the  contention  that  it  was 
«rror  and  is  not  justified  by  the  law  or  the  facts  in  the  case. 

The  record  of  claimant's  service,  as  shown  by  the  original  and 
amended  report  of  the  War  Department,  is  as  follows : 

Anton  Brunz,  Company  C,  Gilpin^s  Battalion  MiBsouri  Infantry  (Mexican  war),  was 
enrolled  September  8,  1847,  mustered  in  September  10,  1847,  at  Fort  Leavenworth,  and 
lUQStered  ont  with  company  October  2,  1848,  at  Independence,  Mo.,  and  that  the 
atations  of  the  company  between  master  in  and  the  last-named  date  were  as  follows: 
October  4,  1847,  left  Leavenworth;  October  31,  1847,  near  Bent's  Fort,  on  the  Santa  F^ 
Toad;  December  31,  1847,  to  September  3,  1848,  Fort  Mann,  on  the  Arkansas  River; 
^September  6,  1848,  Walnnt  Creek;  September  13,  1848,  Council  Grove.  This  battalion 
uas  called  into  the  service  of  the  United  States  to  serve  during  the  war  with  Mexico, 
for  the  purpose  of  protecting  the  United  States  trains  on  the  Santa  F^  route  and  to 
pnnish  the  Indians  who  recently  attacked  those  trains.     No  further  record  found. 

The  service  of  this  organization  was  very  similar  to  that  of  Powell's 
Battalion,  Missouri  Mounted  Volunteers,  the  members  of  which  were 
held  not  to  be  entitled  to  pension  under  the  act  of  January  29, 1887. 
(See  appeal  of  George  E.  Brockman,  decided  December  28,  1887, 
1  P.  D.,  463.) 

The  decision  in  the  Brockman  case  was  reaffirmed  October  27, 1888, 
upon  a  motion  for  reconsideration  (2  P.  D.,  239),  and  the  same  case 
was  considered  by  me  in  another  phase,  June  16, 1894.  (See  also  same 
case,  7  P.  D.,  260.)  For  other  decisions  bearing  on  the  same  subject 
see  2  P.  D.,  266,  and  6  P.  D.,  149. 

Powell's  Battalion,  Missouri  Mounted  Volunteers,  marched  from 
Leavenworth,  Kans.,  to  Fort  Kearney,  thence  to  Fort  Childs,  on  the 
Platte  River,  where  it  remained  until  it  returned  to  Leavenworth,  and 
was  mustered  out.  It  was  held  that  it  did  no  service  in  Mexico,  nor 
on  either  the  coast  or  frontier  thereof,  nor  en  route  thereto,  and  was 
not,  therefore,  included  within  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  January 
29,  1887. 

Subsequently,  however,  a  special  act  of  Congress,  approved  March  3, 
1891,  was  passed  granting  a  pension  to  the  members  of  Powell's  Bat- 
talion, but  this  had  reference  to  that  organization  alone,  and  did  not 
include  any  other,  such  as  the  one  in  which  claimant  served.  Other 
special  acts  pensioning  individual  members  of  various  similar  organi- 
Ziitioiis  have  been  enacted. 

According  to  the  record  the  claimant  did  not — 
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Serve  sixty  days  ¥^ith  the  Army  or  Navy  of  the  United  States  in  Mexico,  orontbe 
coast  or  frontier  thereof,  or  en  route  thereto,  in  the  war  with  that  nation. 

And  was  not — 

Actually  engaged  in  battle  in  said  war. 

And  has  not  been — 

Personally  named  in  any  resolution  of  Congress  for  any  specific  service  in  said  mx. 

It  is  true  that  his  service  was  rendered  during  a  portion  of  that  war, 
but  it  was  specifically  for  the  purpose  of  protecting  trains  and  punishing 
Indians,  and  had  no  connection  with  the  conditions  named  in  the  act 
of  January  29,  1887.  He  is  not,  therefore,  entitled  to  pension  under 
said  act,  and  the  rejection  of  his  claim  was  proper.  That  action  is 
affirmed. 


servicb— act  march  «5,  1869. 

Mary  C.  Abry  (widow). 

Claimant's  hnsband  was  appointed  a  second  lieutenant  of  engineers  in  Jnly,  1861,  bj 
General  Fremont,  commanding  the  Department  of  the  West,  and  was  continoed  in 
the  service  as  of  the  rank  of  first  lieutenant  by  General  Halleck,  and  served  as 
topographical  engineer  on  the  staff  of  Generals  Fremont  and  Halleck,  and  was  paid 
as  such  until  the  acceptance  of  his  resignation  in  August,  1862.  It  is  held  that, 
under  the  act  of  March  25,  1862,  he  was  regularly  in  the  service  of  the  United 
States  as  an  officer  of  the  Army,  as  contemplated  by  sections  4692  and  4693,  Revised 
Statutes. 

Assistant   Secretary    John    M,    Reynolds   to    the   Commissioner    of  Pensions^ 

September  12,  1896. 

It  appears  that  John  D.  Abry,  First  Lieutenant  Topographical  Engi- 
neers, United  States  Army,  .was  granted  a  pension  at  $12  per  month 
from  January  20,  1892,  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890.     • 

His  death  occurred  October  2,  1894.  Claimant  in  this  case  applied 
for  the  accrued  invalid  pension,  and  also  on  October  15,  1894,  applied 
for  pension  in  her  own  right  as  his  widow,  under  the  provisions  of  the 
act  of  June  27,  1890.  Her  title  to  the  accrued  pension,  and  also  to 
pension  in  her  own  right,  were  denied,  on  the  ground  that  her  husband, 
John  D.  Abry,  was  not  an  enlisted  man,  or  a  duly  commissione<l  oflScer 
in  the  service  of  the  United  States,  as  required  by  the  act  of  June  27, 
1890,  he  having  rendered  service  in  a  civil  capacity. 

An  appeal  was  filed  May  16,  1896,  which  raises  the  single  issue 
whether  the  said  John  D.  Abry  was  an — 

Officer  or  enlisted  man  who  served  ninety  days  or  more  in  the  Army  or  Navy  of  the 
United  States  during  the  late  war  of  the  rebellion. 

It  is  evident  from  the  history  of  Uv^^^i  e^sfc.^  \>Vi«Ll  \\i  J^iwvaiY^  ^^^^2, 


DECISIONS   RELATING   TO    PENSIONS.  347 

B  officer's  right  to  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  was  con- 
led,  and  his  claim  was  accordingly  allowed. 

The  action  was  taken  in  the  widow's  claim  in  the  light  of  the  same 
idenoe,  implies  that  said  pension  was  granted  without  authority  of 
w,  for  the  reason  that  he  was  not  an  officer  or  enlisted  man  in  the 
ilitary  service  of  the  United  States,  but  was  employed  in  a  civil 
padty.  Herein  lies  the  issue,  as  the  record  evidence  shows  that  he 
as  appointed  to,  and  served  in  the  capacity  of  a  second  lieutenant  of 
igineers  on  the  staff  of  Generals  Fremont  and  Halleck,  commanding 
e  Western  Department,  and  receiving  pay  for  such  service. 
The  record  fails  to  show  that  he  was  employed  or  received  pay  as  a 
ril  employee,  unless  it  be  held  that  officers  of  the  topographical 
^neer  corps  connected  with  the  United  States  Army  were  not  in  the 
litary  service,  which  will  not  be  maintained. 

[t  is  a  part  of  the  record  history  of  this  case,  as  shown  by  the  certifi- 
es of  Major-General  J.  C.  Fremont  and  Brigadier-General  J.  M. 
lofield,  under  date  of  September  25,  1861,  and  September  1,  1862, 
kt  this  officer,  John  D.  Abry,  was  appointed  second  lieutenant  of 
i;ineer8  July  31,  1861,  by  General  Fremont,  and  it  is  also  shown  that 
was  paid  for  his  services  as  of  that  rank  until  he  left  the  service, 
e  exact  date  is  not  shown  clearly  by  the  record.  Under  date  of 
)tember  1, 1862,  General  Schofield  certifies  that  the  original  appoint- 
nt  expired  November  12,  1861,  and  it  is  shown  also  that  by  Special 
ler  No.  260,  of  September  25,  1861,  his  resignation  was  accepted. 
3e  that  as  it  may,  it  is  also  shown  by  the  certificate  of  General  Scho- 
d  of  September  1,  1862,  that  John  D.  Abry  was  continued  on  topo- 
phical  engineer  duty  by  order  of  Major-General  Halleck  with  the 
ik  of  first  lieutenant  from  March  1,  1862,  until  August  31,  1862,  the 
:e  of  acceptance  of  his  final  resignation,  and  it  is  also  shown  that 
'ing  that  period  he  was  paid  as  of  the  rank  of  first  lieutenant  of 
in  try. 

t  is  very  clear  from  the  record,  therefore,  that  this  officer  was 
>ointed  to  the  rank  of  a  commissioned  officer  in  the  United  States 
oay  by  General  Fremont,  and  was  continued  in  said  service  by 
ler  of  Major-General  Halleck ;  that  he  served  more  than  ninety 
rs  during  the  war  of  the  rebellion,  and  was  paid  for  the  entire 
iod  according  to  tlie  rank  to  which  he  was  appointed. 
The  question  arises,  were  these  appointments  made  by  proper  author- 
?  It  is  inferred  that  the  ground  of  rejection  rests  principally  upon 
allegation  that  they  were  not,  and  therefore  he  did  not  perform 
ety  days'  service  during  the  war  of  the  rebellion  as  an  officer  of  the 
ited  States  Army. 

t  is  a  matter  of  history  that  when  General  Fremont  took  command 
the  Department  of  the  West  in  July,  1861,  he  was  given  almost 
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unlimited  power  by  the  President  and  Secretary  of  War.  He  assamel 
command  without  specific  instructions,  but  with  the  authority  to  me  ^  ^ 
his  own  judgment  and  discretion  in  all  things,  as  the  exigencies  of  tin 
service  required.  Clothed  with  inherent  power,  and  in  view  of  the 
neglect  of  the  then  Governor  of  the  State  of  Missouri  to  come  to  his 
assistance,  he  immediately  proceeded  to  appoint  provisionally  n^me^  \  ^ 
ous  officers  for  staff  and  regular  duty.  Some  of  these  were  sahe^ 
quently  commissioned  by  the  President  and  others  were  not. 

The  services  of  all  were  recognized  by  the  act  of  March  26, 1862, 
entitled : 

An  act  to  secure  to  the  oflSoers  and  men  actually  employed  in  the  Western  Depiit- 
ment  of  Misaonri,  their  pay,  boanty,  and  i>ension. 

Providing  as  follows : 

The  Secretary  of  War  be,  and  is  hereby  authorized,  and  required  to  pay  to  tbe 
officers,  non-commissioned  officers,  musicians  and  privates,  who  have  been  heretofore 
actually  employed  in  the  military  service  of  the  United  States,  whether  mustered  into 
active  service  or  not,  where  their  services  were  accepted  and  actually  employed  by  the 
generals  who  have  been  in  command  of  the  Department  of  the  West,  or  the  Department 
of  Missouri,  the  pay  and  bounty  as  in  cases  of  regular  enlistments. 

The  second  section  of  said  act  also  provides  that  such  officers  and 
privates,  so  employed,  who  have  been  wounded  or  incapacitated  for 
service,  shall  be  entitled  to  receive  pension  allowed  for  such  disabilitr, 
thus  bringing  them  within  the  provision  of  the  first  subdivision  of  sec- 
tion 4693,  Revised  Statutes. 

Not  only  does  this  law  recognize  the  services  of  these  officers  and 
privates,  by  providing  for  their  pay,  bounty,  and  pensions,  the  same  as 
in  cases  of  regular  enlistment  and  muster,  but  it  is  observed  that  the 
Secretary  of  War,  in  submitting  his  report  in  this  case,  states  as 
follows ; 

It  is  proper  to  add  that  in  the  case  of  a  person  who  was  similarly  appointed  b; 
General  Fremont  as  chaplain,  and  was  paid  as  such,  from  August  13,  1861,  to  Jane  4, 
18G2,  it  was  held  by  this  Department  that  while  it  would  appear  that  the  appointee 
was  not  a  chaplain  de  jure  between  these  dates,  yet  this  Department  can  not  refuse  to    > 
recognize  him  as  having  been  an  officer  of  the  Army  de  facto  between  the  dates    { 
indicated. 

It  should  be  remembered  that  the  conditions  existing  in  the  Depart- 
ment of  Missouri  in  1861  were  anomalous,  and  called  for  immediate 
and  decisive  action.  Hence  the  commanding  officers  of  that  Depart- 
ment were  given  almost  plenary  power,  and  their  official  acts,  so  far  as 
was  deemed  necessary,  were  confirmed  in  some  respects  by  subsequent 
special  legislation. 

The  same  conditions  do  not  appear  to  have  existed  elsewhere,  and  it 
is  evident  the  rule  of  construction  as  applied  in  this  class  of  cases,  can 
not  be  used  for  general  application. 

As  already  stated,  the  appointment  of  t\v\*  offiLC^Y  to  the  rank  of 
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wutenant  of  infantry^  and  his  assignment  to  duty  with  the  topograph- 
sal  corps,  and  that  in  that  capacity  he  performed  more  than  ninety 
lAys'  service  daring  the  war  of  the  rebellion,  and  received  pay  there- 
or,  and  was  honorably  discharged,  is  a  matter  of  record. 

I  am,  therefore,  of  the  opinipn  that  the  allowance  of  his  claim  under 
tie  act  of  June  27,  1890,  was  lawful,  and  that  the  widow,  in  that 
espect,  was  entitled  to  the  accrued  pension. 

In  accordance  therewith,  the  action  taken  in  the  widow's  claim 
Lnder  the  same  act,  is  hereby  reversed,  and  the  case  is  returned  to  your 
bureau  for  readjudication  with  view  to  allowance,  if  her  claim  in  all 
►ther  respects  be  established. 


rbduction-medical.  kxaminati027s. 

William  L.  Hulse. 

^eosion  having  been  redaced  from  |12  to  $6  per  month,  without  a  medical  examination 
being  held  for  more  than  three  years,  it  is  held  that  the  action  was  error,  and  claim 
should  be  reopened,  and  pensioner  be  allowed  the  benefit  of  another  medical  exam- 
ination. 

Aseigtant    Secretary  John   M.  Reynolds    to   the    Commiamoner    of  Pensions ^ 

August  22y  1896. 

This  appeal,  filed  June  20,  1896,  is  from  your  refusal,  under  date  of 
Fune  9, 1896,  to  reconsider,  upon  motion  of  the  attorney  of  record,  dated 
February  5, 1896,  your  action  of  August  24, 1895,  in  the  case  of  William 
fj.  Hulse,  late  of  Fifth  Battery,  Indiana  Light  Artillery,  reducing  pen- 
sioner's rating  ft*om  $12  to  $8  per  month. 

The  history  of  the  case  is  as  follows :  The  claim  for  pension  under 
let  of  June  27,  1890,  was  filed  February  8,  1892,  alleging  incapacity 
or  earning  a  support,  by  reason  of  deafness,  rheumatism,  piles,  neu- 
-algia,  and  general  debility.  A  medical  examination  was  held  May  16, 
1892,  and  the  certificate  of  the  same  described  some  disability  from  each 
>f  the  alleged  causes,  except  neuralgia.  Pension  was  allowed,  January 
r,  1895,  at  $12  per  month  for  deafness  of  both  ears  and  rheumatism, 
rhe  case  being  taken  up  for  revision,  notice,  in  the  usual  form,  was  sent 
io  pensioner,  June  14,  1895,  to  show  cause  why  his  rating  should  not 
>e  reduced  to  $6  per  month.  In  response  to  this  notice  he  filed,  July 
$,  1895,  the  affidavits  of  two  physicians,  Drs.  Heaton  and  McCullough, 
:;ending  to  show  that  pensioner's  disabilities  still  existed  in  severe  form, 
ind  that  he  was  wholly  incapacited  for  manual  labor. 

The  Medical  Referee  being  called  upon  to  state  whether,  in  view  of 
my  decision  in  similar  cases,  another  medical  examination  of  pensioner 
should  be  heJd^  he  replied  that  the  action  of  teductvoii  ^9J&  \\i  ^ot^l^wfiL- 
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ity  with  the  practice  of  the  office  at  the  time  it  was  taken,  and  no  addi- 
tional testimony  having  been  filed  in  the  case,  further  action  was  not 
warranted.  This  statement  that  '^no  additional  testimony  bad  been 
filed"  was  not  in  accordance  with  the  facts,  and  the  Medical  Beferee 
must  have  overlooked  the  affidavits  o£  Drs.  Heaton  and  McCuUoogb, 
already  referred  to. 

The  matter  was  then  referred  directly  to  you,  with  similar  inquirr 
as  to  the  propriety  of  holding  another  medical  examination  before 
final  action  was  taken,  and  you  replied  by  slip,  dated  June  9, 1896,  as 
follows : 

The  degree  of  deafness  shown  by  claimant's  own  evidence  filed  in  rebuttal  is  not  nta- 
ble  under  act  of  June  27,  1890.  That  leaves  only  rbenmatisni,  for  whicb,  I  think,  tlie 
rate  fixed  was  proper.  The  Medical  Referee  has  passed  on  the  question  of  another  exim- 
ination.     I  do  not  think  the  case  should  be  reopened  now. 

As  stated,  the  appeal  contends  that  this  refusal  to  reopen  the  claim 
and  order  a  medical  examination  was  error,  and  cites,  in  support  of  the 
contention,  my  decisions  in  similar  cases,  as  follows :  July  20, 1895, cat* 
of  George  W.  Lyons,  Certificate  No.  713,689;  November  23. 1895,  case  of 
Charles  Bosworth,  Certificate  No.  630,772;  February  8, 1896,  case  of  Wil- 
liam C.  Richards,  Certificate  No.  846,299.  ■ 

In  view  of  the  position  taken  in  these  decisions,  I  am  of  the  opinion  | 
that  there  is  force  in  the  contention  of  this  appeal,  and  that  pensioner 
should  have  been  accorded  the  benefit  of  another  examination  before 
his  rate  of  pension  was  reduced.     It  is  true  he  was  originally  pcDsioncd 
before  the  rendition  of  the  Bennett  decision  (7  P.  D.,  1),  construing  the 
act  of  June  27,  1890,  and  fixing  the  basis  on  which  ratings  should  be 
made  under  that  act,  and,  as  indicated  in  your  slip  quoted,  it  is  proba-   i 
bly  true  that  the  partial  deafness  of  pensioner  is  not  such  a  disability 
as  would  render  him  incapacitated  for  earning  a  support  by  manual 
labor,  and  entitle  him  to  a  rating,  but  it  is  by  no  means  certain  that 
this  deafness  and  rheumatism  were  the  only  causes  of  disability  sufifered 
from  when  the  action  of  reduction  was  proposed  in  his  case.     He  had 
alleged  other  causes  originally,  and  he  was  entitled  to  have  the  extent    i 
of  his  incapacity  ascertained  by  the  usual  methods  in  such  cases.    Nor    . 
can  he  be  bound  strictly  by  the  statements  of  the  physicians  whose  tes-    ' 
timony  he  furnished.     Such  evidence  is  never  accepted  as  conclusive  in 
determining  the  nature  and  extent  of  a  claimant's  disabilities  and  fixing 
his  rate  of  pension.     They  may  be  indicative  of  his  condition,  but  they 
are  always  supplemented  by  official  medical  examinations  in  original 
canes,  and  should  be,  in  eases  of  proposed  reduction  of  rate,  especially 
when,  as  in  this  case,  no  such  examination  had  been  held  for  more  than 
three  years. 

The  statement  of  the  Medical  Referee  that  the  action  in  this  case  was 
in  conformity  with  the  practice  of  t\\v?  Bv\Tv??ai  W\^\i  ^ton^aIui^  may  be 
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me,  but  if  so,  it  was  in  contravention  of  the  view  expressed  in  one  of 
tie  decisions  above  cited  which  had  been  rendered  at  that  time.  It 
Aay  be  said,  also,  that  the  practice  was  bad,  because  in  the  revision  of 
ach  cases  as  this  it  was  never  proposed  to  change  the  previous  action 
3  the  extent  of  recovering  any  part  of  the  pension  already  paid,  but 
nly  to  ascertain  whether  the  pensioner's  present  condition  justified  a 
ontinuance  of  his  rating ;  and,  as  a  necessary  concomitant,  to  deter- 
ciine  whether  the  original  basis  of  rating  was  correct. 

In  fixing  the  proper  rating  of  this  pension  at  the  time  the  reduction 
iras  made  the  Bureau  was  limited  to  the  consideration  of  only  alleged 
aases  of  disability,  as  ruled  in  my  decision  of  the  appeal  of  Charles  J. 
Bryant  (7  P.  D.,  299),  and  to  the  efiect  of  these  causes  in  producing 
ncapacity  for  earning  a  support  by  manual  labor,  as  ruled  in  my  deci- 
don  of  the  appeal  of  Charles  T.  Bennett  (7  P.  D.,  1),  but  there  was 
ike  wise  an  obligation  to  consider  all  of  the  causes  alleged,  and  the 
»teut  of  disability  therefrom  at  the  time  the  action  was  taken,  and  not 
ihree  years  before.  It  may  be  further  stated  that  at  the  time  of  the 
inal  rulings  of  yourself  and  the  Medical  Referee  on  the  application  of 
)ensioner  for  reconsideration  of  the  action  already  taken  the  act  of  Con- 
gress of  March  13,  1896,  had  been  passed,  and  this  might  very  properly 
lave  been  taken  as  authority  for  reopening  the  claim,  and  considering  it 
le  novo,  in  the  light  of  all  disabilities  pensioner  may  have  had,  whether 
tilled  or  not. 

I  am  decidedly  of  the  opinion  that  pensioner  was  entitled  to  another 
aedical  examination  before  action  was  taken  reducing  his  rate  of  pen- 
ion,  and  for  this  reason  that  action  is  reversed,  and  it  is  directed  that 
he  case  be  reopened  and  readjudicated  in  accordance  with  the  view 
lere  expressed. 


bvtdknck— k8toppei>-certificate  of  disability. 

John  H.  Ruhl. 

Vh&a  a  soldier  has  procnred  his  discharge  by  reason  of  his  own  false  statements,  said 
statements  being  recited  in  his  certificate  of  discharge,  he  will  not  be  allowed  in 
a  pension  claim  to  deny  the  truth  of  those  statements,  but  he  may  attack  the  fact 
that  he  made  such  statements,  since  fraud  or  mistake  on  the  part  of  those  who  made 
the  record  are  always  open  to  proof. 

issistant    Secretary   John    M.    Reynolds    to    the    Commissioner    of  Pensions, 

August  22,  189G, 

Claimant,  late  of  Company  K,  Twelfth  Indiana  Infantry,  on  April 
!9, 1869,  filed  his  claim  under  the  general  law,  based  among  otlicr  things 
ipon  rheumatiism.     Thin  claim  was  rejected  YebruvsiYy  ^^,\^^Q>^ci\v  tlvi. 
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groond  that  a  special  examination  failed  to  overcome  the  recitals  con- 
tained in  his  certificate  of  disability  for  discharge.  An  appeal  is  filed 
May  26,  1896,  claiming  that  the  evidence  is  sufficient  to  impeach  that 
record. 

Claimant  enlisted  August  18, 1862,  and  was  discharged  July  22, 1863. 
The  records  show  him  admitted  to  the  general  hospital,  Indianapolis. 
Ind.,  for  rheumatism,  November  20,  1862,  returned  to  duty  November  ^ 
22, 1862;  admitted  to  general  hospital,  Camp  Dennison,  Ohio,  June  5,    x 
1863,  and  discharged  from  service  July  22,  1863.     The  certificate  of  \ 
disability  for  discharge  is  signed  at  Indianapolis,  Ind.,  January  26, 1863,    i 
by  the  surgeon  of  the  hospital  and  by  the  examining  sui^geon,  but  he 
was  discharged  at  Camp  Dennison,  Ohio,  July  22,  1863,  by  order  of  the 
military  commander. 

The  certificate  of  disability  recites,  in  the  language  of  the  surgeon  of 
the  hospital,  the  following : 

States  that  he  has  not  been  an  efficient  soldier  sinoe  enlistment,  by  reason  of  disntt 
of  his  left  hip  and  knee  joint,  which  existed  previous  to  enlistment. 

It  also  recites,  in  the  language  of  the  examining  surgeon,  that — 

Disease  of  left  hip  and  knee  joint,  existing  previons  to  enlistment,  but  has  been  aggn- 
vated  by  exposure  in  the  service;  states  he  haa  not  been  an  efficient  soldier  since  enlist- 
ment; cause  probably  rheumatism. 

Both  of  these  recitals  are  in  the  handwriting  of  the  examining  sur- 
geon, Claimant  stated  in  his  declaration  in  1869  that  he  contracted 
rheumatism  by  being  ordered  out  on  duty  during  the  prevalence  of  a 
severe  rain  storm.  Later,  in  1889,  he  states  that  the  injury  to  his  hip 
(he  suffers  from  sciatica)  was  by  reason  of  a  bursting  shell  at  Bichmond, 
Ky.,  which  knocked  him  senseless,  and  that  his  nervous  system  never 
recovered  from  the  shock.  In  1892  he  filed  an  affidavit  for  reopeniDg, 
stating  that  his  alleged  rheumatism  was  contracted,  as  a  result  of  malarial 
poisoning,  at  Indianapolis,  Ind. 

Claimant's  Army  service  was  a  brief  one.  He  was  a  musician,  and 
many  of  his  comrades  state  unequivocally  that  he  was  never  on  duty 
except  as  a  musician,  and  was  never  ordered  out  as  alleged.  A  short 
time  after  enlistment  his  regiment  was  in  action  at  Richmond,  Ky.,  and 
members  of  the  regimental  band  state  that  a  shell  struck  near  them 
and  threw  dirt  around,  but  that  claimant  was  not  struck  as  alleged. 
He  was  taken  prisoner  that  night  in  company  with  others,  and  was 
immediately  paroled  and  sent  to  Indianapolis.  Later  his  father  appeared 
and  told  a  number  of  claimant's  comrades  that  his  son  must  leave  the 
service  if  he  could  possibly  get  him  out.  Comrades  testify  that  claimant 
was  immediately  thereafter  taken  ill  and  was  put  in  hospital.  He 
never  again  rejoined  his  regiment.  The  record  shows  that  he  was  di^ 
charged  from  the  hospital  two  days  after  his  admittance  thereto  at 
Jndianapolis,  but  his  whereabowta,  or  N^\l«A.\w^^^&^wxl%^x^TJ3L^1»iL^5sBft.^ 
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November  22,  until  his  entrance  to  Camp  Dennison,  Ohio,  in  Jane,  1863, 
KTB  unexplained. 

At  the  special  examination  it  was  shown  by  a  large  number  of  wit- 
Esesses,  and  covering  a  period  from  the  time  soldier  was  a  mere  boy 
Lxntil  his  enlistment,  that  soldier  was  sound  up  to  enlistment.    There  is 
aome  conflicting  testimony,  but  the  weight  of  evidence  is  strongly  against 
tiie  record  of  unsoundness  at  enlistment.     The  testimony  of  friends  and 
cseighbors  show  that  he  appeared  at  home  immediately  after  his  dis- 
:^iarge ;  that  he  used  sometimes  crutches  and  sometimes  a  cane ;  that 
tie  daimed  to  have  contracted  rheumatism  in  the  service.     His  comrades 
b^stify  that  on  their  return  from  the  service  in  1864  and  1865  they  saw 
isim  frequently,  sometimes  with  crutches  and  sometimes  with  a  cane, 
but  they,  in  company  with  his  neighbors  and  associates,  declare  emphat- 
ically that  he  was  shamming.    They  also  state  equally  emphatically  that 
be  shammed  sickness  in  the  service,  and  manifested  a  constant  desire, 
vapon  all  occasions,  to  quit  the  service,  only  one  comrade  stating,  with 
^ny  degree  of  detail,  that  he  was  ever  actually  sick  from  enlistment  to 
discharge.     After  some  seven  years  he  threw  away  his  crutches  and 
C3ane  claiming  that  he  had  been  divinely  cured,  and  there  is  evidence 
showing  that  he  did  not  use  them  again  for  some  years,  and  there  is 
^Iso  testimony  that  he  resumed  them  after  a  few  months.    One  physician 
testifies  that  as  early  as  1865  he  treated  claimant  for  sciatic  rheumatism, 
l^nt  although  his  testimony  is  squarely  to  the  point  it  lacks  detail.    The 
forgoing  is  drawn  from  the  special  examination  flies,  which  are  volum- 
inous, and  are  more  reliable  than  the  affidavits  flled  by  the  claimant. 
H  think  the  evidence  may  be  briefly  summed  up  as  follows :  That  sol- 
der was  not  injured  as  alleged  at  the  battle  of  Richmond,  Ky.    That 
Tie  was  not  ordered  out  on  duty  in  a  rain  storm  at  Camp  Morton,  Ind., 
and  that  he  was  not  exposed  to  any  hardships  or  privation,  whereby 
lie  would  have  contracted  rheumatism,  either  at  Camp  Morton  or  any 
other  place.     That  he  was  extremely  desirous  of  quitting  the  service, 
4ind  that  his  father  determined  to  get  him  out  of  the  Army  if  it  were 
possible;  that  he  never  returned  to  any  active  duty  after  November 
22, 1862,  and  that  his  discharge  from  the  service  was  brought  about, 
not  by  his  being  physically  incompetent  to  serve  as  a  soldier,  but 
because  his  disposition  and  inclination  was  to  avoid  further  army  life. 
The  certificate  of  discharge,  read  in  the  light  of  all  the  facts  brought 
out  at  special  examination,  certainly  says  very  plainly  that  this  soldier 
states  that  he  has  not  been  an  efficient  soldier  since  enlistment  by  reason 
of  disease  of  hip  and  knee  which  existed  prior  to  enlistment,  which  has 
been  aggravated  by  exposure  in  the  service.     It  will  be  noticed  that  his 
certiflcate  of  disability  for  discharge  comes  from  the  hospital  surgeons, 
and  not  from  his  commanding  officer  and  regimental  surgeon.     It  is 
apparent  that  the  aggravation  mentioned  in  the  ceirt\&Q;dkXA  ^isi'dXi'^H^^ 
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primarily  from  soldier  himself.  Whether  he  was  afflicted  with  scifttica 
at  discharge  may  be  an  open  question,  and  I  am  inclined  to  the  opinioa 
that  claimant  has  proved  that  he  was  sound  at  enlistment;  but  bow 
does  this  affect  claimant's  case  ?  It  proves  unquestionably  that  he  pro- 
cured a  rescinding  of  his  contract  of  enlistment  by  false  representations 
and  fraud.  He  is  shown  to  have  been  a  more  than  ordinarily  intelligent 
young  man,  and  the  presumption  is  that  he  knew  what  he  was  doisg 
and  what  the  effect  of  his  deceit  would  be  in  procuring  his  discharge 
upon  false'  statements.  No  fraud  or  mistake  is  shown  by  him  on  the 
part  of  the  hospital  or  examining  surgeon.  I  think  it  conclusively 
shown  that  he  was  never  in  any  situation  by  reason  of  his  army  service, 
whereby  it  could  be  presumed  that  thereby  he  could  have  contracted 
sciatica  in  line  of  duty,  and  this  presumption  attaching,  it  is  incumbent 
upon  him  to  prove  such  to  be  the  fact.  Has  he  done  this?  Only  by  alleg- 
ing three  entirely  different  causes  suiTOunded  by  entirely  different  cir- 
cumstances, all  of  which  are  proved  to  be  false  by  overwhelming  and 
reliable  testimony  of  his  comrades. 

I  have  held  that  recitals  contained  in  a  certificate  of  disabiUty  for 
discharge  are  not  conclusive,  but  that  they  can  be  overthrown  by  con- 
vincing proof;  in  so  holding,  I  have  followed  the  principles  of  courts  of 
equity  in  preference  to  the  stricter  interpretation  of  applicable  doctrines 
prevalent  in  courts  of  law.  But  fraud  is  equally  abhorrent  to  equity  and 
to  the  law,  and  I  have  never  held  that  where  the  recitals  in  a  certificate 
of  disability  for  discharge  contain  false  statements  made  by  soldier  by 
reason  of  which  he  secured  his  discharge,  that  thereafter  he  shall  be 
allowed  to  deny  the  truth  of  those  statements  for  the  purpose  of  found- 
ing his  right  to  a  pension  claim.  Mr.  Greenleaf  states,  in  discussing 
the  principle  applicable  to  cases  like  the  one  under  consideration — 

Its  foundation  is  laid  in  the  obligation  ^hich  every  man  is  under  to  act  and  speak 
according  to  the  truth  in  the  case,  and  in  the  policy  of  law  to  prevent  the  great  mis- 
chief resulting  from  the  uncertainty,  confusion,  and  want  of  confidence  in  the  inter- 
course of  men,  if  they  were  permitted  to  deny  that  which  they  have  deliberately  and 
solemnly  asserted  as  true.     (1  Greenleaf  on  Evidence,  sec.  22.) 

And  following  up  the  argument  he  states  that  the  law  will  conclu- 
sively presume  to  be  true — 

Those  unsolemn  admissions,  extra  judicium,  which  have  been  acted  upon  oi  baveheei 
made  to  inflnence  the  conduct  of  others,  or  to  derive  some  advantage  to  the  party 
*  *  *  (comprehending)  not  only  all  those  declarations,  but  also  that  line  of  condoo 
by  which  the  party  has  induced  others  to  act,  or  has  acquired  any  advantage  to  himself 
(1  Greenleaf  on  Evidence,  sec.  27.) 

Mr.  Stephens  states  in  his  work  on  evidence : 

Where  one  |)ei«)n,  by  anything  that  he  does  or  says,  or  abstains  from  doing  or  8ayio{ 
intentionally  causes  or  permits  another  person  to  believe  a  thing  to  be  true,  and  to  act  upo 
such  belief  otherwise  than  but  for  that  belief  he  would  have  acted,  neither  the  peno 
£rst  mentioned  nor  his  representative  \u  \T\\eT«B\»,  \a\jXVo^^^V\i«K5  ^Q^^ot-^Twaw^ 
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between  hiiniwlf  and  snch  person,  or  huLtepreeentative  in  iniereBt  to  deny  the  truth  of 
tliat  tiling.     (Steph.  Dig.  Evid.,  Art.  102.) 

The  foregoing  quotations  when  taken  together  represent  the  helief  of 
leading  minds  as  to  the  application  of  the  doctrine  of  estoppel  in  pais 
to  cases  in  equity. 

A  certificate  of  discharge  belongs  to  the  very  best  class  of  evidence, 
Hud  although  pension  cases  are  not  to  be  adjudicated  upon  strict  legal 
<icctrines,  yet  there  must  be  a  line  drawn  somewhere  in  allowing  the 
^^ecord  of  a  soldier's  discharge  to  be  overthrown,  and  I  know  of  no 
tetter  rule  to  lay  down  than  the  following :  When  a  soldier  has  pro- 
cured hi8  discharge  by  reason  of  his  own  false  statements,  which  said 
^latements  are  recited  in  his  certificate  of  discharge,  and  which  also 
^unanated  from  him,  he  will  not  be  allowed,  in  a  pension  claim,  to  deny 
^he  truth  of  those  statements.  I  do  not  mean  to  say  but  that  he  may 
^ways  attack  the  fact  that  he  made  those  statements.  Fraud  or  mis- 
"take  on  the  part  of  those  who  made  the  record  are  always  open  to  proof, 
lut  he  who  asks  equity  must  seek  it  with  clean  hands,  and  justice  and 
public  policy  require  that  no  soldier  shall  be  allowed  to  found  his  right 
to  a  pension  upon  his  own  fraud.  In  view  of  the  recitals  in  the  certifi- 
cate of  disability  for  discharge,  and  also  from  the  further  fact  that  there 
is  no  proof  that  alleged  disability  was  incurred  in  line  of  duty,  your 
rejection  of  the  within  claim  is  sustained. 

Tlvp  action  appealed  from  is  affirmed. 


dependence— widows  pension— act  june  «7,  1890. 

Mary  E.  Stuart  (widow). 

1.  A  soldier's  widow  who  is  in  receipt  of  a  gross  income  of  $500  from  her  huBband's 

estate,  which  is  assessed  at  $3,535,  is  not  ^^  without  other  means  of  support  than  her 
daily  labor  *'  within  the  meaning  of  section  3  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  notwith- 
standing the  fact  that  her  net  income  is  but  $200  per  annum. 

2.  The  fact  that  soldier  left  five  minor  children  under  16  years  of  age,  does  not  entitle 

his  widow  to  a  pension  under  section  3,  of  act  of  June  27, 1690,  if  she  is  not  ^^  with- 
out other  means  of  support  than  her  daily  labor." 

AsnstarU    Secretary  John    M.   Reynolds   to   the    Commissioner  of  Pensions^ 

September  12,  1896, 

Claimant  on  June  19,  1896,  appealed  from  the  action  of  your  Bureau 
of  April  30,  1896,  rejecting  her  claim  No.  522,776,  for  pension  as  the 
widow  of  James  S.  Stuart,  late  of  Company  H,  Twelfth  Pennsylvania 
fieserve  Volunteers,  on  the  ground  that  she  was  not  dependent  within 
the  meaning  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890.  The  widow  is  in  receipt  of 
BB  income  of  $500  per  annum  from  her  husband^^  ^\»Aa^  ^i^es^vssfo^  ^ 
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$3,535,  with  a  net  income  of  $200  over  and  above  expenses  by  way  of 
insurance,  taxes,  water  rates,  and  repairs. 

It  further  appears  that  soldier  left  five  surviving  children  under  16 
years  of  age. 

The  contention  is  that  there  are  two  conditions  under  section  3  of 
the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  under  which  the  widow  ta^es  pension :  First. 
when  she  is  "without  other  means  of  support  than  her  daily  labor,' 
and,  second,  when  soldier  died  "leaving  *  *  *  minor  children 
under  16  years,"  and  that  when  either  of  these  conditions  are  shown 
the  widow,  if  living,  takes  the  pension. 

The  language  of  said  section  3  is  as  follows : 

That  if  any  officer  or  enlisted  nian  who  served  ninety  days  or  more  in  the  Army  or 
Navy  of  the  United  States  during  the  late  war  of  the  rebellion,  and  who  was  hoDorablj 
discharged,  has  died,  or  shall  hereafter  die,  leaving  a  widow  without  other  means  of 
support  than  her  daily  labor,  or  minor  children  under  the  age  of  sixteen  years,  soch 
widow  shall,  upon  due  proof  of  her  hasband^s  death,  without  proving  his  death  to  be 
the  result  of  his  army  service,  be  placed  on  the  pension  roll  from  the  dale  of  the  appli- 
cation therefor  under  this  act,  at  the  rate  of  eight  dollars  per  month  during  her  itidow- 
hood,  and  shall  also  be  paid  two  dollars  per  month  for  each  child  of  sncb  officer  or  enlisted 
man,  under  sixteen  years  of  age,  and  in  case  of  the  death  or  remarriage  of  the  widow, 
leaving  a  child  or  children  of  such  officer  or  enlisted  man  under  the  age  of  sixteen  jetis, 
such  pension  shall  be  paid  such  child  or  children  until  the  age  of  sixteen. 

Then  comes  the  proviso  in  reference  to  insane,  idiotic,  or  otherwise 
permanently  helpless  children,  and  the  further  proviso  that  I'eaid 
widow  shall  have  married  said  soldier  prior  to  the  passage  of  this  act.'- 

It  was  held  by  Assistant  Secretary  Bussey,  on  March  10,  1893,  in  the 
case  of  Jennie  D.  Lewis  (6  P.  D.,  294),  that  the  widow  to  be  entitled 
to  a  pension  under  this  section  must  be  one  who  is  "without  other 
means  of  support  than  her  daily  labor,"  and  that  this  was  an  indis- 
pensable condition  in  the  question  of  any  widow's  right  under  this  act. 
In  that  case  the  w^idow  was  shown  to  have  a  child  under  16  years  of 
age,  yet  that  fact  did  not  entitle  her  to  a  widow's  pension,  j 

I  am  of  the  opinion  that  if  Congress  had  intended  to  grant  pensions 
to  the  widows  of  all  soldiers  who  died  leaving  minor  children  under  16 
years  of  age,  such  intent  would  have  been  evidenced  by  language  that 
would  have  left  no  doubt  as  to  the  intent. 

It  is  more  reasonable  to  believe  that  Congress  intended  by  the  use 
of  the  words  *^  such  widow,"  in  the  seventh  line  of  the  section,  to  refer 
CO  the  widow  who  was  "  without  other  means  of  support  than  her  daily  ^ 
labor"  than  to  suppose  that  it  was  the  intention  to  grant  pensions  to  \ 
the  widows  of  all  soldiers  who  died  leaving  surviving  minor  children  | 
under  16  years,  regardless  of  the  financial  or  dependent  oondition  of 
"  such  widow."  I  see  no  reason  for  reversing  the  former  Departmental 
construction  of  said  section,  and  therefore  hold  that  the  fact  that  soldier 
left  five  minor  children  under  1^  ye^ar^  oi  a/^^  do^  Tia\i  ^w\i^<e^  lu&Tj^idoiir 


DECISIONS    RELATING   TO    PENSIONS.  357 

tX)  a  pension  under  section  3  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  if  she  is  not 
**  without  other  means  of  support  than  her  daily  labor." 

The  action  appealed  from  is  accordingly  affirmed  and  the  papers  in 
^e  case  herewith  returned. 


dependence— act  june  «t,  1890. 
Angelina  M.  Bishop  (widow). 

A  widow  in  poeseasion  of  real  and  personal  uninonmbered  property  assessed  at  $3,620 
is  not  withoat  other  means  of  support  than  her  daily  labor  within  the  meaning  of 
section  3  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

AmstarU   Secretary  John   M.  Reynolds   to    the    Commissioner   of  Pensions, 

November  7,  1896, 

• 

Claimant  on  September  30,  1896,  appealed  from  the  action  of  your 
Bareaa  of  June  4,  1895,  rejecting  her  new  law  widow's  pension  claim 
No.  604,340,  filed  November  12, 1894,  on  the  ground  .that  she  had  other 
means  of  support  than  her  manual  labor. 

The  contention  is  in  substance  that  the  income  from  claimant's  prop- 
erty is  insufficient  for  her  support,  and  that  her  property  is  assessed  too 
high,  and  the  value  of  her  property  has  depreciated. 

The  evidence  shows  that  at  date  of  filing  her  application  she  was 
assessed  $3,620  for  real  and  personal  property,  which  appears  to  be 
unincumbered. 

The  case  appears  to  have  been  prosecuted  upon  the  theory  that 
inoome  was  the  sole  test  of  dependence,  as  there  is  no  evidence  aside 
from  the  assessment  as  to  the  real  value  of  the  property  of  claimant. 

The  real  question  in  all  these  cases  under  section  3  of  the  act  of  June 
27, 1890,  is,  What  are  claimant's  assets? 

The  language  of  the  act  is  ''  without  other  means  of  support  than  her 
<laily  labor,"  and  means  of  support  include  all  those  resoui^ces  from 
Which  the  wants  of  life  may  be  supplied.  (See  case  of  Eveline  Holtz- 
Worth,  7  P.  D.,  48.) 

It  was  evidently  not  the  intention  of  Congress  to  permit  a  widow  to 
Ixold  a  large  amount  of  unproductive  property  and  then  obtain  a  pen- 
don  on  the  ground  that  she  received  no  income  therefrom. 

The  evidence  in  this  case  shows  that  claimant  has  a  farm  of  130  acres 
rained  at  $3,000,  a  mill  valued  at  $500,  a  3-acre  tract  of  land  valued 
It  $30,  and  personal  property  valued  at  $90.  This  is  the  assessed  valua- 
tion and,  in  the  absence  of  proof  to  the  contrary,  it  can  not  be  assumed 
that  the  assessment  is  in  excess  of  the  market  value. 

The  case  must  be  tested  by  the  state  of  facts  existing  at  date  of  filing 
the  application,  as  the  law  requires  it.     If  tlie  facta  \va\^  ^oie,^  ^i^\i%^^^ 
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a  new  declaration  should  be  filed,  or  if  the  property  was  in  1894  of  lees 
value  than  the  amount  at  which  it  was  assessed,  due  proof  should  be 
made  of  the  fact. 

Under  the  evidence  as  presented,  the  action  appealed  from  was  not 
error,  and  said  action  is  accordingly  affirmed. 


COMMENCEMENT  OF  PENSION- ACTS  JUNE  27,  1890,  AST) 

MARCH  e,  1896. 

Alexander  Eastman. 

Under  the  acts  of  June  27,  1890,  and  Maxxsh  6, 1896,  the  making  of  the  date  of  the  filing 
of  the  declaration  as  the  date  of  oommencement  of  a  pension  is  coapled  with  the 
necessity  of  proving  that  the  alleged  disability  existed  at  the  date  of  sacb  filing. 
The  date  of  the  filing  of  a  first  declaration  can  not  be  made  the  date  of  the  com- 
mencement of*  a  pension  allowed  under  a  subsequent  declaration,  when  there  lu 
no  pensionable  disability  proved  to  exist  at  the  date  of  filing  the  first  declaration. 

Assistant    Secretary  John   M,  Reynolds    to    the    Commissioner  of  Femm, 

November  7,  1896. 

In  the  within  claim  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  declaration  was 
filed  January  3, 1896,  and  a  supplemental  affidavit  on  January  13, 1896. 
Claim  was  admitted  (Certificate  No.  904,883)  March  17,  1896.  An 
appeal  is  filed  September  8, 1896,  alleging  error  in  law  in  not  commenc- 
ing pension  on  March  30, 1891,  the  date  of  his  first  declaration. 

In  his  first  declaration  claimant  alleged  rheumatism,  which  is  one  of 
the  disabilities  accepted  in  March,  1896 ;  but  a  review  of  the  medical 
certificates  shows  an  entirely  different  state  of  facts  at  his  medical  exam- 
ination under  his  last  declaration  than  is  found  in  his  examination 
under  his  first  declaration.  His  first  examination  shows  no  objective 
signs  whatever  of  rheumatism.  His  muscles,  joints,  tendons  and  heart 
were  shown  to  be  normal.  It  is  obvious  that  no  pensionable  condition 
was  shown  under  the  first  declaration. 

I  think  it  apparent,  by  th©  appeal,  that  attorney  herein  has  not  cor- 
rectly read  section  2  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  and  the  third  para- 
graph of  the  act  of  March  6,  1896.  Those  statutes  stated  in  express 
terms,  not  that  the  pension  shall  commence  from  the  filing  date  that 
claimant  alleged  his  disability,  but  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  states  that 
it  "  shall  commence  from  the  date  of  the  filing  of  the  application  in  the 
Pension  Office,  after  tlie  passage  of  this  act,  upon  proof  that  the  disa- 
bility then  existed ;  "  and  the  act  of  March  6,  1896,  stales  that  pension 
shall  commence  from  the  date  of  the  filing  of  such  application : 

Provided^  The  evidence  in  the  case  shall  show  a  pensionable  disability  to  have  exiate<i' 
cr  to  existf  at  the  time  of  the  ftUng  ol  aucYv  ^t^X.  a^^Vtf»X\o\i. 
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It  is  readily  seen  that  by  the  terms  of  the  statute  quoted,  the  date  of 
e  filing  of  the  application  is  coupled  with  the  necessity  of  provmg 
at  the  disability  existed  at  the  time  of  the  filing.  In  view  of  the  fore- 
►ing  it  is  apparent  that  your  action  was  correct. 


l.ection-act  juxe  87,  1890,  and  section  4t16,  revised  statutes. 

Bandal  Montgomery. 

liere  the  notice  sent  to  the  soldier  of  his  privilege  to  elect  to  take  pension  under  the 
general  law  in  lieu  of  the  pension  he  was  receiving  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890, 
did  not  inform  him  from  what  date  the  old  law  pension  would  begin,  or  that  if  he 
aooepted  it  he  would  have  to  relinquish  all  the  pension  he  had  received  under  the 
act  of  June  27,  1890,  for  the  same  period,  and  he  thereupon  made  a  choice  w  hich 
resulted  in  depriving  him  of  pension  entirely  for  nine  mouths  and  gave  him  a 
smaller  rate  for  the  future,  and  died  about  a  month  after  receiving  the  certificate, 
the  election  by  him  was  not  binding  and  final,  and  as  he  did  not  have  reasonable 
time  and  opportunity  to  take  steps  to  have  said  action  set  aside,  such  action  may  now 
be  set  aside  and  read  judication  made  at  the  request  of  his  widow. 

ssistant   Secretary   John    M.    Reynolds    to    the  Commissioner   of  Pensions , 

November  7,  1896. 

The  soldier,  Bandal  Montgomery,  now  deceased,  was,  in  March,  1890, 
anted  a  pension  of  $8  per  month  on  account  of  a  right  inguinal  her- 
a.  On  April  13, 1891,  he  filed  an  application  under  the  act  of  June 
',  1890,  alleging  inability  to  earn  a  support  by  manual  labor  by  reason 
double  inguinal  hernia,  rheumatism,  obstruction  of  urine,  and  general 
ability.  In  April,  1892,  said  application  was  allowed  and  he  was  given 
2  per  month,  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  from  April  13,  1891. 
tt  the  26th  of  May,  1894,  he  filed  a  claim  for  renewal  and  increase  of 
insion  under  the  old  law.  This  claim  was  adjudicated  in  July,  1895, 
hen  it  was  held  that  he  was  entitled  to  $10  per  month  from  December 
1891,  for  the  disability  from  right  inguinal  hernia.  The  following 
)tice  was  mailed  to  him  on  July  25,  1895: 

You  are  hereby  notified  that  yoar  claim  for  renewal  of  pension  under  the  general  law 
8  been  adjudicated  at  the  rate  of  $10  per  month  for  complete  right  inguinal  hernia, 
it  that  the  claim  will  stand  rejected  as  being  no  more  beneficial  to  you  than  the  pen- 
m  of  $12  per  month,  which  you  are  now  receiving  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890, 
iless,  upon  the  receipt  of  this  notice,  you  shall  elect  to  receive  such  pension  under  the 
neral  law  instead  of  the  pension  you  are  now  receiving.  Should  you  so  elect  30U 
1\,  upon  the  receipt  hereof,  send  to  this  Bureau  written  notice  of  such  election  upon 
B  form  herewith  inclosed,  whereupon  a  new  certificate  for  the  pension  so  elected  will 
once  be  issued  and  forwarded  to  you  through  the  proper  United  States  peusion  agent. 

On  August  15,  1895,  he  filed  in  your  Bureau  the  required  notice  stat- 
g  that  he  elected  to  receive  pension  at  the  rate  of  %10  ^^t  xs^a^itk 
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under  the  general  law  instead  of  the  pension  he  was  then  receiving.  A 
certificate  was  issued  to  him  on  November  8,  1895,  allowing  $10  per 
month  from  December  4,  1891,  and  directing  the  deduction  therefrom 
of  all  payments  made  subsequent  to  that  date  under  the  act  of  Jane  27, 
1890.  This  certificate,  it  appears,  was  mislaid  in  the  ofiQce  of  the  pen-  '\ 
sion  agent  at  Knoxville,  Tenn.,  and  did  not  reach  the  claimant  until  .. 
the  early  part  of  February,  1896.  In  the  meantime  the  claimant,  hav- 
ing surrendered  his  certificate  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  had 
drawn  no  pension  since  August  4,  1895.  By  the  conditions  attached  | 
to  the  new  certificate  issued  November  8, 1895,  and  received  by  him  in 
the  following  February,  he  became  in  debt  to  the  Government  and  was 
not  entitled  to  any  further  payments  until  May  4,  1896,  when  the  sum 
of  $2  would  have  been  due  him.  A  voucher  for  that  amount,  to  be 
executed  on  that  date,  was  sent  to  him  with  the  certificate.  The  sol- 
dier, however,  died  on  March  8,  1896.  An  appeal  on  behalf  of  his 
widow  was  taken  July  29, 1896,  the  contention  being  that  the  deduction 
of  all  pension  paid  under  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  was  erroneous.  Your 
Bureau  adheres  to  its  action  on  the  ground  that  the  same  was  in  accord- 
ance with  the  practice  at  the  time  it  was  taken,  and  that  in  the  Guchess 
decision  modifying  that  practice  it  was  expressly  stated  that  the  inten- 
tion was  not  to  reopen  adjudications  theretofore  made  by  the  Bureau 
and  accepted  by  claimants,  but  simply  to  mark  out  a  rule  for  future 
guidance. 

The  claimant  being  dead  and  having  made  no  protest  or  appeal  dur- 
ing his  lifetime,  it  becomes  necessary  to  consider  at  the  outset  whether 
an  appeal  by  the  widow  can  be  entertained. 

In  the  case  of  John  TJ.  Jones,  which  came  before  me  on  appeal  Feb- 
ruary 23,  1895,  I  held  that,  the  soldier's  claim  for  pension  having  been 
rejected  and  no  eflTort  having  been  made  by  him  to  reopen  it,  it  was 
error  on  the  part  of  your  Bureau  to  reopen  the  same  after  his  death  at 
the  instance  of  his  widow.  The  facts  in  that  case  were  that  Jones  lived 
for  nearly  a  year  after  his  claim  was  rejected  without  making  any 
efibrt  to  reopen  it.  I  held  that  said  claim  was  not  ^'  pending  "  at  the 
time  of  his  death,  and  that  consequently  section  4718,  Bevised  Statutes, 
did  not  give  his  widow  any  right  to  prosecute  the  same. 

Also  in  the  case  of  Rowland  A.  Colby  (7  P.  D.,  24)  I  took  occasion 
to  reaffirm  that  part  of  the  ruling  of  Assistant  Secretary  Bussey  in  the 
case  of  Rowland  M.  Jones  (3  P.  D.,  76)  which  held  that  section  4718— 

Gives  to  the  widow  such  accrued  pension  as  may  be  due  upon  a  pension  actually  in 
possession  of  the  husband  at  the  date  of  his  deaths  or  for  which  he  has  made  a  claim 
which  is  left  pending  and  undetermined  at  said  date  and  which  she  is  permitted  to 
complete  after  his  death,  but  manifestly  confers  no  right  upon  her  to  assert  or  prosecute 
a  claim  for  any  Invalid  pension  or  for  increase  of  invalid  pension  after  his  death  for 
which  he  had  not  made  claim  in  his  lifetime. 

Tlie  doctrine  that  the  widow's  xig^it  lo  ^cctxsl^^  ^^\i^\QrsiS&\vKi\\ftitQ 
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«uch  pension  as  waa  due  the  soldier  or  claimed  by  him  at  the  time  of 
l]is  death  is  unquestionably  sound.  She  can  not  enlarge  the  basis 
of  his  claim  or  set  up  a  new  claim  for  him.  There  is  a  difference,  how- 
ever, between  setting  up  a  new  claim  and  insisting  upon  a  proper  adju- 
dication of  the  old  claim.  The  rule  broadly  stated  in  the  John  TJ.  Jones 
case  (supra)  has  recently  been  modified  by  me  in  a  decision  rendered 
October  10,  1896,  in  the  case  of  Henry  Groppe,  Company  D,  Franklin 
County,  Mo.,  Home  Guards.     It  was  held  in  the  latter  case  that — 

When  the  claim  of  a  soldier  for  pension  or  increase  of  pension  was  rejected  by  the 
Commissioner  of  Pensions  daring  his  life  and  he  died  so  soon  after  such  action  that  he 
had  no  opportunity  to  ask  for  a  reconsideration  of  the  case,  or  to  take  an  appeal  to  this 
Department,  the  claim  can  be  reopened  after  his  death  and  prosecuted  by  or  on  behalf 
of  the  widow  or  children. 

The  same  rule  will  apply  in  the  case  of  an  allowance  of  pension 
involving  error  or  injustice  where  the  soldier  did  not  have  opportunity 
to  have  the  action  corrected. 

What  shall  be  considered  '^  opportunity"  for  such  purpose  depends 
upon  circumstances,  including  not  only  lapse  of  time,  but  the  where- 
abouts of  the  claifnant  and  his  mental  and  physical  condition.     In  the 
case  now  under  consideration  it  is  alleged  that  the  soldier  was  on  his 
death  bed  when  he  received  the  pension  certificate  issued  November  8, 
1895,  which  was  the  first  notification  he  had  that  he  would  be  required, 
if  he  accepted  it,  to  pay  back  to  the  Government  all  that  he  had 
i*eceived  under  the  act  of  June  27, 1890.     He  died  about  a  month  later. 
I  am  of  the  opinion  that  he  did  not  have  reasonable  time  and  opportu- 
nity to  take  steps  to  have  the  action  set  aside,  if  he  so  desired,  and  that 
his  failure  to  take  such  steps  should  not  be  construed  as  an  acceptance 
of  the  certificate  with  all  the  conditions  attached.     The  appeal  filed  by 
the  widow^  will,  therefore,  be  considered. 

With  reference  to  your  holding  that  the  case  can  not  be  reopened 
tinder  the  Guchess  decision  (8  P.  D.,  118),  your  attention  is  invited  to 
the  fact  that  said  decision  was  declared  to  be  not  intended  to  reopen 
adjudications  theretofore  made  by  your  Bureau  and  accepted  by  the 
claimant.  But,  as  we  have  seen,  the  circumstances  in  this  case  do  not 
justify  us  in  holding  or  assuming  that  the  adjudication  was  accepted 
by  the  claimant.  There  is,  therefore,  no  reason  why  it  may  not  be 
reopened. 

But  leaving  the  Guchess  decision  entirely  out  of  view,  and  looking 
at  the  case  as  governed  by  the  former  rulings  with  reference  to  "elec- 
tion,'' there  appears  to  be  a  very  good  reason  why  the  election  made  by 
this  soldier  should  be  set  aside.  It  is  only  right  and  proper  that  a 
claimant  who  is  called  upon  to  make  an  election  between  two  pensions 
to  which  he  is  equally  entitled  should  be  fully  advised  of  the  condi- 
tions which  will  attach  to  the  acceptance  of  either.  He  should  not  be 
required  to  make  a  choice  without  being  fv\Wy  \i\toY\£i^^  ^%  Vci  ^^v? 
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he  is  to  choose  between.  The  Govemment  can  not  afford  to  gain  an 
advantage  by  keeping  him  in  ignorance  as  to  the  relative  valne  of  the 
two  things  set  before  him. 

Now,  the  notice  which  was  sent  to  the  pensioner  in  this  case  did  not 
inform  him  that  if  he  elected  to  take  pension  under  the  general  law  he 
would  have  to  take  it  from  December  4,  1891,  and  that  all  payments 
made  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  subsequent  to  that  date  would  be 
deducted.  There  was  nothing  in  the  notice  to  suggest  that  the  penfiion 
at  the  lower  rate  would  commence  prior  to  the  date  to  which  he  had 
already  been  paid.  He  was  willing  to  accept  a  reduction  of  $2  per 
month  for  the  future,  for  the  sake  of  having  the  pension  under  the  old 
law.  He  had  no  reason  to  believe  that  the  result  of  his  choice  would 
be  to  bring  him  in  debt  to  the  Government  and  deprive  him  of  pension 
entirely  for  nine  months.  It  is  not  likely  that  he  would  have  elected 
to  take  pension  under  the  old  law  if  he  had  known  what  conditions 
attached  to  its  allowance. 

It  appears  that  the  form  of  notice  employed  in  such  cases  was  sub- 
sequently amended  by  your  Bureau  so  as  to  show  the  date  at  which  the 
new  pension  would  begin,  if  allowed,  the  dates  and  amounts  of  any 
subsequent  increase  and  the  fact  that  all  payments  previously  made 
under  any  other  certificate  covering  the  same  period  of  time  would  be 
deducted.  But  no  such  information  was  given  to  the  j)en8ioner  in  this 
case. 

For  reasons  above  stated  I  hold  that  the  notice  to  the  pensioner  in 
regard  to  election  between  the  two  pensions  was  insufficient ;  that  the 
election  made  by  him  was  not  binding  and  final;  that  he  was  entitled 
to  have  the  case  reopened  and,  after  proper  notice  had,  make  a  new 
election ;  that  not  having  had  reasonable  time  or  opportunity  to  move 
for  that  purpose  the  right  to  do  so  devolved  upon  his  widow;  that  the 
certificate  issued  November  8,  1895,  should  be  canceled  and  the  claim 
for  renewal  of  the  old-law  pension  regarded  as  still  pending,  and  that 
after  final  adjudication  thereof  any  accrued  pension  found  to  be  due  the 
soldier  should  be  paid  to  the  widow.  You  are  respectfully  requested 
to  have  action  taken  in  accordance  with  these  views. 


MAUniA(iK  OF  SLAVES. 

Patsey  Washington  (widow.) 

Claimant  was  married  to  the  soldier  before  the  war,  while  they  were  both  slaves,  and 
lived  with  him  until  he  entered  the  service.  He  did  not  resume  matrimonial  reli* 
tions  with  her  after  discharge,  but  in  1869  was  married  to  one  Rachel  Williams  Tfith 
whom  he  lived  until  his  death,  in  1H91. 

JMdj  that  claimant  is  not  his  widow. 
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Amgtant    Secretary   John    M,   Reynolds    to    tlie   Commissioner    of  PensionSy 

November  7,  1896. 

The  appellant,  Patsey  Washington,  seeks  pension  under  the  act  of 
June  27,  1890,  as  the  widow  of  Joseph  Washington,  who  was  a  soldier 
in  Company  A,  Thirty-third  United  States  Colored  Infantry,  from 
November  29,  1862,  to  January  31,  1866,  and  who  died  August  18, 
1891.  Her  claim,  filed  January  26,  1894,  was  rejected  July  10,  1894, 
on  the  ground  that  she  was  not  the  soldier's  lawful  widow.  From 
that  action  she  appealed  on  April  23, 1896. 
The  facts  are  as  follows : 

Appellant  and  the  soldier,  both  being  slaves  and  residents  of  South 
Carolina,  were  married  about  the  year  1853,  and  lived  together  until 
the  soldier  enlisted.  They  never  lived  together  after  that.  When  the 
soldier  came  out  of  the  service  he  lived  for  a  time  with  one  Lucy  Pink- 
ham,  but  was  never  married  to  her.  On  or  about  February  16, 1869,  he 
was  married  to  one  Rachel  Williams,  with  whom  he  lived  up  to  the 
time  of  his  death.  Kachel  has  applied  for  and  been  allowed  pension 
as  his  widow. 

.  The  appellant  rests  her  case  entirely  upon  evidence  of  her  marriage 
to  the  soldier  in  1853.  She  says  that  while  he  was  living  with  the 
women  Lucy  and  Rachel  he  sometimes  visited  her  and  brought  her 
provisions  and,  in  some  instances,  money,  but  does  not  claim  that  they 
ever  resumed  cohabitation  as  man  and  wife  or  entered  into  any  mar- 
riage contract  after  they  were  freed. 

The  marriage  during  slavery,  while  it  gave  a  sort  of  moral  sanction 
to  the  union  of  the  parties,  had  no  legal  force  or  effect.  It  could  be 
dissolved  at  any  time  at  the  will  of  both  or  of  either  of  the  parties,  or 
at  the  will  of  their  master.  Of  itself  it  does  not  give  the  appellant  any 
title  to  recognition  as  the  soldier's  widow. 

Her  case  is  not  helped  by  the  act  of  the  South  Carolina  legislature 
of  March  12,  1872,  legalizing  certain  slave  marriages,  as  that  act  was 
expressly  limited  in  its  operation  to  persons  who,  at  the  date  of  its  pas- 
sage, were  living  in  the  relation  of  husband  and  wife,  or  in  some  way 
recognizing  that  relation  as  still  subsisting  between  them.  Not  only 
was  the  soldier  not  living  with  this  appellant  at  the  date  of  said  act,  but 
he  was  living  with  another  woman  to  whom  he  had  been,  married  by 
ceremony  in  1869.  His  whole  conduct  after  the  war  clearly  shows  that 
it  was  his  intention  to  abandon  his  former  matrimonial  relations  with 
the  appellant  and  form  new  connections.  There  was  no  legal  bar  to  his 
marriage  to  Rachel  Williams  in  1869.  Said  marriage  was  therefore 
valid  and  Rachel  is  his  lawful  widow.  The  appellant's  claim  was  prop- 
erty rejected. 
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marriagi:  and  divorce  in  pennsylvania. 

Sarah  C.  Hayden  (widow). 

In  Pennsylvania  marriage  is  a  civil  contract  to  the  validity  of  which  the  consent  of  Uk 
parties  able  to  contract  is  all  that  is  required;  but  when  two  persons  many  while 
one  of  them  has  a  husband  or  wife  living  and  not  divorced  such  marriage  is  void, 
and  their  continued  cohabitation  after  the  removal  of  the  impediment  to  their  legal 
marriage  without  evidence  of  a  new  contract  is  not  sufficient  to  raise  the  presamp- 
tion  of  a  marriage  after  the  removal  of  such  impediment. 

Assistant  Secretary   John   M,    Reynolds   to    the    Commissioner   of  Pemiom, 

November  7,  1896, 

I  am  in  receipt  of  your  communication  of  September  14, 1896,  sub- 
mitting the  claim  of  Sarah  C.  Hayden,  widow  of  Charles  J.  Hayden, 
late  of  Ck)mpany  G,  One  hundred  and  eighty-seventh  Pennsylvania 
Volunteer  Infantry,  Certificate  No.  409,963,  from  which  I  quote  the 
following: 

The  claimant  and  the  soldier  were  married  at  Scranton,  Pa.^  Febmary  25, 1^1,  hj 
Benjamin  Joy,  a  justice  of  the  peace,  and  they  lived  and  cohabited  together  as  hnshiod 
and  wife  continuously,  and  were  so  known  and  recognized  by  their  neighbors  until  the 
death  of  the  soldier.  May  6,  1892.  At  the  time  of  the  marriage  of  the  soldier  to  the 
claimant  he  had  a  wife  living.  She  (the  first  wife)  remarried  July  4,  18G0,  almost 
eight  months  before  the  soldier's  marriage  to  the  claimant,  and  died  May  10,  1^. 
The  soldier  commeuced  suit  for  divorce  in  1859,  in  one  of  the  courts  of  PennsylvaniA, 
against  his  first  wife,  and  service  was  had  upon  the  defendant  and  some  interlocatoi}' 
orders  were  made  in  the  case,  but  no  decree  of  divorce  appears  to  have  ever  been  entered 
therein.  Tlie  attorneys  for  the  soldier  advised  him  that  there  was  no  use  in  prosecuting 
the  case  any  further,  because  the  first  wife  had  already  remarried.  The  soldier  imparted 
this  advice  from  his  attorneys  to  his  second  wife  (the  claimant  in  this  case)  before  thej 
were  married.  They  were  publicly  married  by  a  justice  of  the  peace,  apparently  acting 
upon  the  opinion  and  advice  so  given  the  soldier  by  his  said  lawyers,  believing  that  be 
had  the  lawful  right  to  marry  the  claimant.  Both  of  the  parties  appear  to  have  acted 
in  good  faith  in  the  marriage,  and  to  liave  married  for  pure  matrimonial  purposes. 

Under  this  state  of  facts,  will  the  relation  of  the  parties  to  each  other  af^er  the  death 
of  the  first  wife  justify  the  Bureau  in  holding  that  a  common-law  marriage  arose  afl^r 
the  removal  of  the  impediment? 

The  soldier^s  marriage  to  claimant  while  his  first  wife  was  living  and 
not  divorced  was  absolutely  void;  and,  unless  it  is  shown  that  a  mar- 
riage contract  was  entered  into  by  claimant  and  the  soldier  after  the 
removal  of  the  impediment  to  their  lawful  union  by  the  death  of  sol- 
dier's first  wife,  she  can  not  be  held  to  be  his  lawful  widow. 

It  is  shown  that  no  celebration  of  a  marriage  between  the  parties  took 
place  subsequent  to  the  death  of  the  first  wife. 

In  the  State  of  Pennsylvania  where  the  parties  resided  no  formal  cele- 
bration of  a  marriage  is  required,  the  courts  of  that  State  holding  that 
marriage  therein  is  a  civil  contract,  jure  gentium,  to  the  validity  of 
which  the  consent  of  the  parties  able  to  contT^Lot  \%  «i\\  t\v^t  \ft  r^uired. 
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ichard  v,  Brehm,  73  Pa.  Stat.,  140.)  So  in  that  State  marriages  may 
proved  in  civil  cases,  by  reputation,  declarations,  and  conduct  of  the 
rties,  and  other  circumstances  usually  accompanying  that  relation, 
lem.) 

[)oe8  the  evidence  in  this  case  warrant  the  presumption  that  claim- 
b  and  the  soldier  assented  to  a  marriage  after  the  removal  of  the 
pediment? 

Jhe  testified  that  soldier  and  herself  were  hoth  aware  of  the  death  of 
)  former  wife,  but  that  they  never  changed  their  relations  to  each 
ler ;  were  never  again  married  by  a  ceremony,  nor  made  any  further 
reement  as  to  their  relations.  She  says  that  the  matter  was  never 
erred  to  by  either  of  them  after  the  death  of  soldier's  first  wife,  but 
jy  continued  to  cohabit  together  under  their  former  illegal  marriage, 
lich  each  believed  to  have  been  regular  and  legal. 
She  also  testified  that  before  her  marriage  to  soldier  he  showed  her  a 
"tificate  of  the  marriage  of  his  first  wife  to  Williams,  and  told  her 
it  he  had  applied  for  a  divorce  from  said  first  wife,  but  that  his  law- 
rs  had  told  him  that  as  she  had  married  another  it  was  unnecessary 
spend  any  more  money  on  the  bill;  that  there  was  no  intimation  by 
her  claimant  or  the  soldier  to  any  one  that  they  intended  a  change 
their  relations  from  that  which  existed  before  the  death  of  soldier's 
jt  wife;  and  she  adds: 

think  that  a  oonfesBion  that  we  had  not  been  legally  married  would  have  injured 
high  standing  in  the  community.  But  such  a  thing  as  our  not  being  legally  mar* 
never  entered  my  mind  until  the  question  was  raised  by  the  Pension  Office. 

rheir  belief  that  said  marriage  was  legal  did  not  make  it  so,  and  their 
abitation  after  the  removal  .of  the  impediment  to  their  marriage  is 
only  evidence  of  marriage  in  this  case,  and  the  evidence  of  such 
abitation  points  only  to  the  illegal  contract  of  marriage  under  which 
ommenced.  The  parties  had  no  thought  of  any  other  marriage, 
n  Hantz  v.  Sealy  (6  Binn.,  405)  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  had 
g  lived  in  adulterous  intercourse,  although  they  considered  them- 
res  as  lawfully  married. 

n  fact  they  had  entered  into  a  marriage  contract  which  was  void, 
ause  the  man  had  a  former  wife  living,  from  whom  he  had  been 
arated  by  consent,  but  not  legally.  After  a  legal  divorce  was  pro- 
ed  they  were  advised  by  their  lawyer  to  celebrate  a  new  marriage. 
3  man  then  said,  **I  take  you  (plaintiff)  for  my  wife,"  and  the 
in  tiff,  being  told  if  she  should  say  the  same  thing  the  marriage 
lid  be  complete,  answered,  **To  be  sure  he  is  my  husband — ^good 
»ugh."  The  court  held  that  these  words  of  the  woman  did  not  con- 
ute  a  present  contract,  but  alluded  to  the  past  contract  which  she 
'ays  asserted  to  be  a  legal  marriage. 
n  Hunt's  appeal  (86  Pa.  Stat.,  294,  296)  the  corat  ^va^-. 


I 


366  DECISIONS   RELATING   TO   PENSIONS. 

The  facts  have  been  clearly  found  by  the  learned  jndge  of  the  orphans^  court  They 
are  as  follows:  The  decedent  was  married  to  Mary  Jane  Longcake  (alleged  widow)  July 
23,  1871.  At  that  time  decedent  had  a  wife  living,  from  whom  he  had  been  separated 
for  several  years.  After  his  second  marriage  he  and  the  said  Mary  Jane  went  to  keep- 
ing house  together,  and  lived  and  cohabited  together  as  husband  and  wife  nntil  the 
death  of  the  latter,  February  16, 1874.  They  were  known  and  repated  as  man  and  wiie 
among  their  mntnal  re]atiTe%  friends,  and  neaghbora.  Two  yeus  or  more  before  deced- 
ent's death  his  first  wife  commenced  proceedings  to  obtain  a  divorce  from  him.  It  nm 
during  the  pendency  of  these  proceedings  that  he  married  the  said  Mary  Jane  Longcake. 
The  decree  in  divorce  was  granted  December  13,  1873,  find  the  decedent  died  Februarr 
16,  1874.  During  the  period  intervening  between  the  said  decree  and  his  death  he  ood- 
tinned  to  reside  with  the  said  Mary  Jane  as  his  wife,  bat  no  actnal  marriage  took  place. 
From  this  state  of  facts  the  learned  jndge  of  the  court  below  held  that  *'the  cohabitation 
and  reputation  of  herself  and  decedent  from  the  date  of  the  divorce  to  the  day  of  his 
death  are  sufficient  in  law  from  which  to  presume  a  marriage  between  them,  and  entitle 
her  to  a  share  in  his  estate.''  The  presumption  to  which  the  learned  judge  lefere  is 
entirely  demolished  by  his  finding  of  facts.  Cohabitation  and  reputation  are  not  mar- 
riage. They  are  but  circumstances  from  which  a  marriage  may  be  presumed.  (Yardiej's 
Estate,  25  P.  F.  Smith,  207.)  The  presumption  of  marriage  arising  from  such  facts  maj 
always  be  rebutted,  and  wholly  disappears  in  the  face  of  proof  that  no  marriage  in  fact  | 
had  taken  place.  Again,  the  cohabitation  was  illicit  at  its  commencement  It  may  not 
have  been  meretricious,  so  far  as  the  appellee  is  concerned.  There  is  evidence  to  show 
that  she  was  deceived,  but  it  was  clearly  illegal.  The  general  rule  is  that  a  relation 
shown  to  have  been  illicit  at  its  commencement  is  presumed  to  continue  so  until  proof 
of  change.  Such  a  relation  raises  no  presumption  of  marriage.  In  the  case  at  bar  the 
fact  is  found  that  the  cohabitation  was  illicit  at  its  commencement,  and  neoessarily 
continued  so  down  to  the  decree  of  divorce,  and  that  there  was  not  a  marriage  in  fact 
between  the  date  of  the  divorce  and  death  of  the  decedent.  This  is  conclusive  against 
the  appellee.  She  has  failed  to  establish  her  claim  as  widow,  and  has,  of  course,  norig^t 
to  participate  in  the  distribution  of  the  decedent's  estate. 

It  is  said  that  the  presumption  in  favor  of  innocence  and  against 
morality  and  guilt  is  so  strong  as  to  give  rise  to  the  presumption  of  a 
marriage,  but  if  the  cohabitation  was  in  its  inception  illicit  the  pre- 
sumption of  innocence  and  morality  of  the  parties  is  at  once  rebutted 
and  overcome,  and  without  proof  of  a  change  in  their  relation  to  each 
other  it  will  be  presumed  that  the  continuance  of  the  connection  of  the 
parties  is  of  the  same  character.     (Floyd  v.  Calvert,  53  Miss.,  37.) 

Here  the  evidence  shows  that  claimant  and  the  soldier  both  knew 
that  his  first  wife  was  living  and  not  divorced  from  him  when  they  mar- 
ried, though  said  first  wife  had  again  married,  and  they  also  knew  when 
the  first  wife  died.  The  relation  between  soldier  and  claimant  wafi, 
therefore,  in  its  commencement  illicit,  and  under  the  decisions  of  the 
courts  of  Pennsylvania  it  is  presumed  to  have  continued  so  until  a 
changed  relation  is  proved.  Without  proof  of  a  subsequent  actual  mar- 
riage, it  will  not  be  presumed  from  continued  cohabitation  and  reputa- 
tion. In  fact  claimant  admits  that  there  was  no  such  change  in  their 
conduct  or  relations;  nor  is  it  by  any  means  clear  that  the  soldier 
believed  that  this  marriage  was  a  legal  one.  It  is  true  that  he  had 
commenced  a  suit  for  divorce,  Viad  tak^iv  \^^V\x£iQtL^  \\i  \\2l<^  ^sfta^^Qjida 
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^ximmisBioner  had  been  appointed  to  take  further  testimony  when  the 
fioit  was  abandoned.  No  reputable  attorney  would  have  advised  him 
that  the  fact  that  his  former  wife  had  again  married — committed  big- 
amy— released  or  absolved  him  from  the  obligations  of  the  marriage 
contract.  The  evidence  hints  that  the  suit  was  abandoned  to  save  fur- 
ther expense,  and  that  as  soldier  felt  safe  from  prosecution  for  bigamy 
induced  claimant  to  marry  him,  knowing  that  said  marriage  was  not 
legal. 

I  am,  therefore,  of  the  opinion  that  under  the  laws  of  Pennsylvania, 
as  interpreted  by  the  courts  of  that  State,  claimant  can  not  be  consid- 
ered as  the  lawful  widow  of  said  soldier. 


commissioner  of  pensions— medical  refebee— examining 

surgeons. 

Samuel  Hook. 

The  Commissioner  of  Pensions  is  not  bound  by  the  opinion  of  the  Medical  Referee  or  the 
boards  of  examining  sai^geons.  The  final  rating  of  a  claim  is  not  the  act  of  the  Med- 
ical Referee;  it  is  the  act  of  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions,  who  bases  his  findings 
upon  all  the  evidence  in  the  case,  using  as  a  means  to  that  end  all  of  the  varioos 
agencies  placed  at  his  disposal  by  law,  potent  among  which  are  the  facts  and  opin- 
ions of  the  boards  of  examining  surgeons  and  the  judgment  of  the  Medical  Referee, 
after  that  official  has  reviewed  the  medical  evidence  as  required  by  law. 

■Asgistani  Secretary  John  M,   Reynolds  to    the    Commissioner    of   PensionSj 

November  7,  1896. 

The  within  case  was  before  the  Secretary  on  appeal,  and  your  action 
therein  afi&rmed  on  August  22,  1896,  declaration  for  increase  having 
been  filed  February  10,  1896,  and  rejection  had  on  June  18,  1896,  on 
the  ground  that  a  rating  of  $10  per  month  was  commensurate  with  the 
degree  of  disability  shown.  A  motion  for  reconsideration  was  filed  Sep- 
tember 25,  1896,  on  the  following  grounds,  as  stated  by  attorney  in  his 
motion: 

The  claimant  was  and  is  drawing  $10  per  month^  and  yet  in  the  face  of  the  above-cited 
leportB  the  Medical  Referee  stated  that  '^the  present  rate  is  commensurate  with  the 
degree  of  his  disability. ''  This  opinion  appears  to  me  to  be  arbitrary  and  illegal,  in 
that  that  he  assumes  a  discretionary  power  that  the  law  does  not  confer  upon  him.  If 
by  the  stroke  of  his  pen  the  Medical  Referee  can  virtually  annul  or  set  aside  the  finding 
and  report  of  two  medical  examinations — the  actual  conclusion  of  six  physicians,  who 
are  sworn  officers  of  the  Government,  and  one  of  the  examinations  being  for  the  pur- 
poses of  fully  testing  the  merits  of  the  case— %then  why  are  such  examinations  made?  I 
ask  this  not  for  the  purpose  of  casting  any  reflections,  but  solely  in  the  interest  of  the 
legal  phase  of  the  situation. 

If  d&imant'B  apparent  contention  were  true,  \t  ^oxxVdi  TCk»dS2L>Ssv^\t  ^^ 
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Commissioner  of  Pensions  is  bound  by  the  ratings  affixed  by  the  Board 
of  Examining  Surgeons.  An  examination  of  the  law  creating  these 
boards,  as  well  as  the  statute  creating  the  office  of  Medical  Keferee, 
shows  the  fallacy  of  the  attorney's  argument.  The  law  allows  the 
Commissioner  of  Pensions  to  appoint  surgeons  who  shall  examine 
applicants  for  pensions  and  who  are  required  by  law  to  make  a  truth- 
ful report  of  an  applicant's  physical  condition.  The  appointment  of 
the  surgeons  is  also  beneficial  to  claimants  by  affording  them,  free  of 
expense,  the  opportunity  to  prove  their  case  in  regard  to  the  subject- 
matter  of  their  alleged  disabilities.  The  law  also  creates  the  oflBce  of 
Medical  Referee,  which  official,  the  law  states,  shall  be — 

Under  the  control  and  direction  of  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions,  and  shall  have 
charge  of  the  examination  and  revision  of  the  reports  of  examining  surgeons  and  such 
other  duties  touching  medical  and  surgical  (questions,  etc. 

And,  further,  the  law  requires  that — 

The  reports  of  the  examining  surgeons  shall  specifically  state  the  rating  Tvhidi.  in 
their  judgment,  the  appellant  is  entitled  to. 

The  question  immediately  arises,  To  what  end  are  the  surgeons  and 
Medical  Referee  appointed?  The  Commissioner  of  Pensions  can  not 
personally  interview  each  applicant  or  inquire  into  his  alleged  disabili- 
ties, neither  is  it  to  be  supposed  that  that  official  or  any  other  one  man 
can  pa^s  intelligently  upon  the  multitudinous  and  varied  questions  that 
arise  in  the  adjudication  of  pension  claims  when  such  questions  involve 
special  and  technical  knowledge  in  the  various  sciences. 

It  is  necessary  that  facts  be  laid  before  the  Commissioner,  and  when 
medical  and  surgical  facts  are  involved  the  clear  intent  of  the  law  is 
that  in  justice  to  the  claimant,  as  well  as  to  the  Government,  medical 
facts  shall  be  brought  out  by  those  skilled  in  that  particular  science, 
and  that  expert  opinions  of  skilled  surgeons  shall  be  had  as  to  these 
questions  which  will  serve  as  a  guide  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions 
in  arriving  at  his  conclusions ;  but  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  is  not 
bound  by  this  expert  opinion.     He  renders  his  decisions  upon  all  of  the 
evidence  in  the  case  which  touches  upon  the  points  at  issue.     The  ques- 
tion of  how  much  a  man  is  disabled  by  certain  conditions  is  not  wholly 
a  medical  question,  although  medical  questions  entered  largely  into  the 
case,  and  are  frequently  the  gist  of  the  whole  matter,  and  the  duty  of 
affixing  a  final  rating,  by  reason  of  physical  impairment,  devolves  pri- 
marily upon  the  Medical  Referee,  who,  in  place  of  the  Commissioner  of 
Pensions,  under  the  law,  reviews  the  medical  evidence  and  passes  upon 
it.     That  the  Medical  Referee  should  not  be  bound  by  ratings  affixed 
by  boards  of  surgeons  ought  to  be  apparent.     The  board  of  surgeons 
describe  applicant's  physical  condition,  setting  it  out  in  detail,  and  it 
is  for  the  Medical  Referee  to  review  the  certificates,  and  arrive  at  a 
conclusion  as  to  how  much,  in  li\a  opVnioii)  c\^VEDk»b\i\>\^  ^^gaX:^»^.    "Qi^  v&^ 
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loaT)tlesB,  often  aided  by  the  opinions  of  the  examining  surgeons  as  to 
ioy^  much,  to  us<^  the  words  of  the  statute,  "in  their  judgment,"  claim- 
bxit  is  disabled,  but  it  is  the  condition  described,  and  not  the  ratings 
i*f&xed,  that  is  and  must  be  the  basis  of  his  judgment.  He  can  u^e 
^xpert  opinion  as  a  guide  to  a  conclusion,  but  he  can  not  use  it  against 
Lctnal  facts.  He  must  and  does  arrive  at  his  conclusion  by  reason  of 
be  facts  shown.  As  I  have  said,  the  question  of  how  much  one  is  dis- 
abled by  a  given  cause  is  not  wholly  a  medical  one;  but  inasmuch  as 
nedical  questions  are  generally  the  res  gestce  of  the  matter,  the  Medical 
Referee  is  the  proper  party  to  primarily  pass  upon  it.  If  the  opinion 
?iven  by  that  official  accords  with  the  conclusion  of  the  Commissioner 
>f  Pensions,  the  opinion  is  accepted  as  the  basis  of  the  Commissioner's 
Ujtion,  and  it  is  ordinarily  accepted  without  question  on  account  of  the 
preponderance  of  medical  questions  involved;  but  the  applicant  has  his 
^igbt  of  appeal  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  or  to  the  Secretary,  in 
which  case  the  whole  evidence  is  reviewed.  This  practice  has  grown 
ap  from  the  necessities  of  the  case,  and  it  would  seem  to  be  the  intent 
>f  the  law.  It  should,  however,  be  remembered  that  neither  the  opinion 
>f  the  examining  surgeons  nor  the  Medical  Referee's  opinion  is  final.  It 
is  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  who  finally  passes  upon  the  question, 
md  he  reaches  his  conclusions  upon  all  of  the  evidence,  using  as  means 
to  that  end  all  of  the  various  agencies  that  are  placed  at  his  disposal, 
[>otent  among  which  are  the  facts  and  opinions  as  set  out  in  the  certifi- 
cates of  the  examining  boards  and  the  judgment  of  the  Medical  Referee, 
ifter  that  official  reviews  the  medical  evidence  or  any  other  evidenct^ 
ifiecting  a  material  question.  It  is  apparent  that  the  attorney  herein , 
n  common  with  many  others,  labors  under  the  supposition  that  the 
Etfedical  Referee's  rating  affixed  to  a  claim  is  final,  but  such,  however, 
is  not  true.  The  final  rating  of  a  claim  is  the  act  of  the  Commissioner 
of  Pensions. 
The  motion  for  reconsideration  is  overruled. 


DECLARATIONS-REOPENING  CLAIMS. 

Andrew  A.  Watts  (deceased)  and  Mary  M.  Watts  (widow). 

A  declaration  for  invalid  pension  under  the  general  law  which  alleges  a  general  breii  Ic- 
ing down  of  claimant's  system  from  starvation  and  exposure  while  a  prisoner  of  war, 
and  that  he  had  suffered  from  rhenmatism  and  stomach  trouble  for  eighteen  years,  is 
a  sufficient  declaration  for  pension  on  account  of  the  disease  named^  and  the  claim 
is,  therefore,  reopened  for  adjudication  on  its  merits. 

The  deceased  soldier's  invalid  claim  having  been  reopened  for  consideration  on  its 
merits,  the  widow's  claim,  rejected  on  the  ground  that  soldier's  death  was  not 
shown  to  be  due  to  the  service,  should  also  be  reopened  for  iVirtlvet  oAyadvc&^Qnx  ^^ 
the  evidence  that  may  hereafter  be  adduced  in  both  e\a\me. 
P.  D. — VOL.   8 2i^ 
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Assistant  Secretary  John    M,   Reynolds  to    ike    Commissioner  of  Pensunu, 

November  7,  1896. 

Mary  M.  Watts,  widow  of  Andrew  ^V.  Watts,  late  of  Twelfth  Battery, 
Wisconsin  Light  Artillery,  filed  her  declaration  December  5, 1894,  for 
pension  under  the  general  law,  alleging  the  death  of  the  soldier  Novem- 
ber 11,  1893.  The  claim  was  rejected  March  26,  1896,  on  the  ground 
of  no  record,  medical  or  other  competent  evidence,  showing  the  origio 
of  soldier's  fatal  disease  in  service. 

On  the  same  date  was  rejected  the  invalid  claim  filed  by  soldier 
November  5,  1891,  and  which  was  pending  at  the  time  of  his  death,  the 
cause  of  rejection  being  that  no  allegation  was  made  of  the  origin  of 
any  specific  disease  or  disability  in  the  service. 

From  the  action  rejecting  these  claims  appeal  was  filed  June  16, 
1896,  by  J.  W.  Morris,  attorney,  contending  that  the  allegatioDS  in  the 
invalid  declaration  are  sufficient  basis  of  a  claim  for  rheumatism  and 
disease  of  stomach,  and  that  the  evidence  filed  shows  that  death  ^as 
the  result  of  the  disabilities  contracted  by  soldier  in  service,  and  should 
be  considered  sufficient  to  admit  the  widow's  claim. 

The  allegation  of  soldier  in  his  original  declaration  was  as  follows: 

Was  taken  prisoner  at  Allatoona,  Ga.,  September  3,  1BG4,  and  was  confined  at  Flor- 
ence, S.  C,  till  December  13,  1864,  which  greatly  injured  my  health  and  oonstitntioo. 
Daring  time  I  was  prisoner  I  had  no  blankets  or  shelter,  ^  a^  barefoot,  my  boots  having  | 
been  taken  from  me,  and  the  starving  and  exposure  endured  resulted  in  breaking  m  j 

down  generally;  have  suffered  from  rheumatism  and  stomach  trouble  for  eighteen  vcan 

I 

He  also  stated  that  he  was  not  treated  in  hospital,  but  only  while  ou  | 
furlough  by  a  physician,  who  is  now  dead. 

Soldier  was  a  pensioner  at  $12  per  month,  under  act  of  June  27, 1890. 
In  his  application  for  that  pension,  filed  November  6,  1891,  he  alleged 
disability  from  rheumatism  and  stomach  trouble,  resulting  from  starv- 
ing and  exposure  while  a  prisoner  of  war  at  Florence,  S.  C,  from  Sep- 
tember 3  to  December  13,  1864. 

Medical  examination  was  held  December  23,  1891,  less  than  two 
months  after  the  declarations  were  filed,  and  soldier  made  the  follow- 
ing statement  to  the  board  of  surgeons: 

Have  rheumatism  in  my  shoulders,  arms,  wrists,  hips,  and  knees^  had  it  first  vben 
a  child,  and  then  when  I  came  home  from  the  army,  and  at  numerous  times  since;  ^vas 
in  Florence  prison,  S.  C. ,  over  three  months.  The  stomach  trouble  has  existed  for  twenty 
years,  and  it  produces  the  most  intense  headache;  used  to  have  nasal  catarrh  very  bad. 

This  statement  to  the  board  of  surgeons  as  to  rheumatism  having 
existed  when  he  was  a  child,  and  stomach  trouble  for  twenty  years, 
and  the  statement  in  the  original  declaration  that  both  disabilities  had 
existed  for  eighteen  years  were  the  basis  for  holding  that  soldier  had 
made  no  declaration  for  the  aanie  aa  dw^  \.o  ^^W\efc^  ^\A  ^^ot  \\\ft  reiec- 
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a  on  the  ground  that  there  is  no  valid  declaration  under  the  general 

Besides  the  contention  in  the  appeal  that  the  allegations  are  suffi- 
at  to  cover  disability  from  rnetimatism  and  disease  of  stomach,  it  is 
red  that  there  is  proof  on  file  showing  origin  of  these  things  in  prison, 
Toborating  claimant's  statements,  and  also  proof  of  continuance  from 

discharge.  These  contentions  have  some  basis  in  the  evidence  in 
^  case,  but  whether  such  evidence  is  sufficient  to  establish  the  claim 
another  question.  Several  comrades  have  testified  to  claimant's 
iurance  of  exposure  and  privation  in  prison,  and  to  his  suffering 
m  rheumatism  and  stomach  trouble  in  consequence;  and  several 
i^hbors  have  testified  to  his  apparent  good  health  before  enlistment 
cl  his  ill  health  after  discharge  on  account  of  alleged  disabilities.  It 
fins  to  be  a  fact,  however,  that  most  of  the  evidence  of  continuance 
?'er8  only  the  period  named  by  claimant  as  that  during  which  the  dis- 
Llities  have  existed,  viz,  eighteen  or  twenty  years,  or  from  about  1871. 
lis  indicates  a  deficiency  in  the  necessary  proof,  but  it  is  referred  to 
re  chiefly  as  bearing  on  the  question  at  issue,  whether  the  declaration 
(ralidy  or,  rather,  whether  this  evidence  corroborates  the  contention 
the  appeal,  that  claimant  intended  to  claim  pension  for  rheumatism 
d  stomach  trouble  as  originating  in  the  service. 
[  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  original  declaration  of  the  soldier,  in 
(  claim  under  the  general  law,  was  a  good  and  sufficient  application 

pension  on  account  of  rheumatism  and  stomach  trouble  resulting 
m  privations  and  exposure  while  a  prisoner  of  war.  The  language 
the  declaration  plainly  indicates  his  intent  to  claim  pension  for  those 
eases  and  the  intent  is  further  manifest  in  the  evidence  filed  by  him 
support  of  the  claim.  The  rejection  of  the  invalid  claim  on  the 
mnd  that  the  declaration  did  not  allege  origin  of  specific  disease  or 
ability  in  the  service  is,  therefore,  held  to  have  been  error  and  is 
--ersed. 

rhis  conclusion  necessitates  the  reopening  of  the  invalid  claim  and 
readjudication  on  its  merits.  As  already  intimated,  there  is,  proba- 
',  a  deficiency  of  evidence  necessary  to  establish  the  claim,  but  fur- 
?r  consideration  likewise  implies  further  opportunity  to  the  claimant 
idow)  to  furnish  other  evidence,  or,  it  may  be,  a  special  examination 
test  the  merits  of  the  claim ;  and  this  would  seem  to  carry  with  it 
5  reopening  and  reconsideration  of  the  widow's  claim ;  for  while  that 
s  rejected  for  the  reason  that  evidence  fails  to  show  that  soldier's 
sith  was  due  to  his  service,  yet  the  same  evidence  which  may  be 
bained  from  the  claimant  or  by  special  examination  in  the  invalid 
Lim  may  materially  affect  the  conclusion  in  the  widow's  claim. 
In  this  view,  then,  the  rejection  of  the  widow's  claim  is  overruled 
d  its  reconaideratioD  is  directed. 
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service-enlistment— evidknce-indiax  wars. 

William  C.  Williamson. 

1.  Enlistment  is  a  prerequisite  condition  of  title  to  pension  under  the  act  of  Jnlj^T, 

1892,  and  can  be  proven  in  oases  thereunder  only  by  the  records  or  by  the  certifioti 
of  the  proper  officer  of  the  War  Department. 

2.  Evidence  as  to  performance  of  service  or  as  to  honorable  discharge  therefrom  is  inoom 

petent  and  inadmissible  in  the  absence  of  above  proof  as  to  enlistment 

3.  The  granting  of  a  bounty-land  v^arrant  based  upon  the  title  thereto  conferred  by  tb 

act  of  March  3,  1855,  does  not  necessarily  constitute  proof  of  title  to  peoflioD  uode 
the  act  of  July  27,  1892. 

AsJiUtant  Secretai^y   John    M.    Reynolds    to   the    Commissioner   oj   Penmu 

November  17,  1894. 

August  11,  1892,  this  appellant  filed  a  claim  for  pension  under  th 
act  of  July  27,  1892,  alleging  thirty  days'  service  in  the  "Creek  war 
and  his  discharge  therefrom  about  August  15,  1836,  which  claim  wi 
rejected  February  15,  1893,  on  the  ground  of  no  record  of  service. 

He  filed  appeal  June  23,  1893,  alleging  his  service  was  rendered  as 
substitute  during  a  period  of  about  forty  days  for  one  A.  T.  Pittma 
and  filed  in  support  thereof  the  joint  affidavit  of  two  comrades.  I 
contends  herein,  also,  that  the  issuance  in  1857  to  him  .of  a  certa 
bounty-land  warrant.  No.  71,533,  under  the  act  of  March  3,  1855, 
account  of  service  in  said  war,  should  be  accepted  as  prima  facie  pre 
of  a  pensionable  service  in  this  case. 

Pending  appeal  the  claim  was  resubmitted  to  your  Bureau  for  cons 
eration  of  the  new  matters  alleged  therein,  and  in  communication,  dat 
June  25,  1894,  accompanying  return  of  papers  to  this  office,  you  stj 
the  rejection  of  the  claim  is  adhered  to. 

The  records  of  the  War  Department  fail  to  show  that  this  appelb 
was  ever  enlisted  in  the  military  service  of  the  United  States,  or  ^ 
employed  in  or  connected  with  same  at  any  time  or  in  any  mano 
The  enlistment  of  June  2  and  discharge  on  September  1, 1836,  of  Alfi 
T.  Pittman  is  shown  by  said  records,  but  it  does  not  appear  therefr 
whether  he  had  any  substitute  during  any  part  of  his  service.  1 
records  of  the  Treasury  Department  show  he  was  paid  for  service  fr 
June  1  to  September  1,  1836.  He  was  also  granted  bounty-land  w 
rants,  Nos.  80,708  and  81,032,  in  1853  and  1857,  respectively,  on  acco 
of  such  service,  and  his  original  certificate  of  discharge,  signed  by 
captain  of  his  company  (the  same  as  that  in  which  appellant  is  alle; 
to  have  sensed),  is  on  file  with  his  original  claim  for  bounty  land.  S 
certificate  states  he  was  that  day  (September  1,  1836) — 

Honorably  discharged  from  further  service  in  the  present  campaign  with  the  C 
Indians,  having  performed  his  duty  in  a  manner  highly  satisfactory  to  his  supi 
o^cer. 
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Dbe  issaanoe  of  appellant's  bounty-land  warrant  was  based  upon  the 
"ole  evidence  of  the  captain  and  of  the  first  sergeant  of  said  company 
principal  witnesses,  who  testified  he  served,  as  alleged,  from  about — 

last  of  Jane  or  the  first  of  July  to  between  August  20  and  September  1,  IKUi — 

.  was  never  granted  a  formal  discharge,  having  been  compelled  to 
am  home,  "in  some  case  of  necessity,"  before  the  regular  muster-out 
the  company.  Neither  of  said  witnesses  makes  any  mention  of  a 
istituted  service,  and  said  captain  names  "A.  T.  Pittman"  as  one  of 
tenant's  comrades.  He  states,  also,  that  he  can  not  account  for  the 
ence  of  appellamt's  name  from  the  public  roll,  it  being  found  upon 
day  and  duty  rolls. 
!'he  act  under  which  this  claim  is  filed  provides  pension  for  only — 

^he  surviving  officers  and  enlisted  men    *    "^    ^    of  the  military  and  naval  service 
lie  United  States  who  (2)  served  for  thirty  days  in  the  Black  Hawk  war,  the  Creek 
the  Cherokee  disturbances,  or  the  Florida  war  with  the  Seminole  Indians,  embrac- 
1  period  from  1832  to  1842,  inclusive,  and  (3)  were  honorably  discharged — 

I  certain  others  whose  term  of  service  was  less  than  thirty  days, 
t  is  apparent  that  mere  rendition  of  military  service  by  any  person 
jmsoever  does  not  entitle  to  pension  under  this  act.     Its  benefits 
limited  expressly  to  the  class  of  ^'officers  and  enlisted  men,''  and  a 
nal  l^al  enlistment,  according  to  military  law,  is,  therefore,  essen- 

to  any  pensionable  status  thereunder.  (Samuel  P.  Tate,  1  P.  D., 
;  John  F.  Disman,  2  P.  D.,  19;  Pierre  M.  Kennerly,  id.,  265;  Cor- 
iufl  Warren,  id.,  278;  Richard  H.  Sintou,  id.,  320;  John  H.  Cassin, 
376;  Richard  C.  Cabeen,  4  P.  D.,  83;  Mary  E.  Davis,  7  P.  D.,  56; 
irew  J.  Shannon,  id.,  64;  Andrew  Goddard,  id.,  181.) 
t  has  been  held  that  proof  of  the  fact  of  enlistment  can  not  be  made 
pension  cases  by  parole  evidence  (T^icholas  TTnderhell,  Pen.  Dig., 
5,  215;  Ellen  Moore,  id.,  330),  but  only  by  the  records  or  certificate 
he  proper  officer  of  that  branch  of  the  General  Government  which 
le  has  jurisdiction  over  military  matters,  and  especially  to  deter- 
le  the  legality  of  a  soldier's  admission  into  the  military  service  of 
United  States  (James  H.  Carpenter,  ibid.,  pp.  435,  436) ;  enlistment 
ig  a  personal  contractual  relation  (Cornelius  Warren,  2  P.  D.,  278; 
ry  E.  Davis,  supra),  which  is  peculiarly  and  purely  military, 
t  is  manifest  herein  that  this  appellant  is  not  pensionable  under  this 
He  may  have  rendered  certain  military  services,  as  alleged,  but 
3nlistment  being  shown,  evidence  as  to  performance  of  service  or  as 
lischarge  therefrom  is  clearly  incompetent  and  inadmissible,  as  no 
efit  could  possibly  accrue  to  him  even  upon  full  proof  of  these  facts. 

nonenlistment,  as  shown  by  the  records  of  the  War  Department, 
lid  still  eflfectually  debar  him  from  any  pension  under  the  provisions 
(aid  act,  whatever  military  services  he  may  have  rendered. 
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Neither  can  the  issuance  to  him  of  a  bounty-land  warrant  avail  aughi 
in  this  case,  as  the  provision  of  said  act  of  March  3,  1855,  under  which 
said  warrant  was  issued,  does  not  require  that  its  beneficiary  shall  havi 
been  enlisted  in  the  service,  but  only  that  he  shall  have — 

Served  with  the  armed  forces  of  the  United  States  in  any  of  the  wars  mentioned  sub- 
ject to  military  orders,  whether  regularly  mastered  into  the  servioe  of  the  United  Stats 
or  not. 

(See  case  of  Richard  C.  Cabeen,  4  P.  D.,  83.) 
Your  rejection  of  this  claim  on  the  ground  stated  was  proper  and  is 
affirmed  accordingly. 


EVIDENCE-RECORD-PRESUMPTIONS-SUUGEON'S  CERTIEICATE. 

HiLLiARD  Preston. 

Claimant  served  from  January  5,  188>^,  to  June  12,  1889,  when  he  was  dischaiiged  on  a 
surgeon's  certificate  of  disability  in  which  it  was  stated  that  he  was  an  imbecile  aod 
had  been  unfit  for  duty  ever  since  joining  the  troop  to  which  he  belonged,  and  that 
his  disability  existed  prior  to  enlistment.  It  is  held  that  said  certificate  ol  di<^ 
charge  not  only  outweighs  the  presumption  of  prior  soundneas  or  the  t-lainuDtV 
allegations  thereof,  but  satisfactorily  establishes  the  facts  stated  in  such  oertiticatt 
until  the  same  are  clearly  disproved. 

Assistant  Secretary   John   M.    Reynolds    to    the    Commisswner   of  Pensmiy 

November  19,  1896. 

Hilliard  Preston,  late  private  of  Company  H,  Tenth  United  States 
Cavalry,  from  January  6,  1888,  to  June  12,  1889,  filed  an  application 
(No.  1,177,638)  for  pension  May  23,  1896,  alleging  an  affection  of  the 
head,  contracted  at  Fort  Apache,  Ariz.,  from  the  concussion  of  his  guB 
while  firing  at  target  practice.  The  records  of  the  War  Department 
show  he  was  discharged  on  surgeon's  certificate  of  disability,  in  which 
the  following  statements  appear : 

By  the  captain: 

Said  soldier  has  ])een  iintit  for  duty  since  joining  troop.  He  is  an  imbecile  and  me» 
tally  incajxible  lor  the  duties  of  a  soldier,  so  much  that  I  have  been  anabie  to  trust  bio 
on  the  most  simple  duty  for  over  a  year.  Disability  incurred  before  enlistment  in  sien 
ice;  is  also  subject  to  fits. 

By  the  assistant  surgeon : 

Ihis  man  is  incapable  of  performing  the  duties  of  a  soldier  because  of  mental  infl 
pacity.  He  is  naturally  weak  minded  and  unfit  for  the  duties  of  a  soldier.  Disabiln 
existed  before  enlistment. 

A  medical  examination  of  claimant  was  held  August  5,  1896,  and  hi 
condition  was  described  thus: 

No  external  marks  about  head;  brain  weak,  takes  patient  some  time  to  collect  sens 
or  to  answer  questions;  no  memoTy  tor  datess-,  \\aR\tfjLCL  e^Wcys^  %\ii<;»^  Vv^  lett  the  arm 


DECISIONS    RELATING   TO    PENSIONS.  375 

bat  not  in  three  years.  He  can  not  stand  hot  sud  ;  makes  him  feel  taint  and  foolish ;  no 
.a^pluisia.  He  is  silly  or  very  slow  mentally;  not  maniacal;  no  catarrhal  tronhle  or  evi- 
dence of  vicious  habits.  He  can  not  work  daring  the  warm  season,  but  in  wiuter  makes 
A  liirelihood. 

Upon  the  foregoing  record  and  medical  evidence  the  claim  was 
rejected  September  21,  1896,  on  the  ground  that  claimant^H  disability 
ex:isted  prior  to  his  service  in  the  army.  Appeal  from  this  action  was 
made  October  7,  1896,  by  P.  J.  Lockwood,  attorney,  who  makes  the 
point  that,  inasmuch  as  the  soldier  was  accepted  by  the  Government 
axid  served  a  year  and  a  half,  it  must  be  presumed  that  he  was  sound 
before  enlistment,  and  this  presumption  should  act  as  an  estoppel  of 
the  action  by  which  the  claim  was  rejected  on  the  ground  of  the  prior 
existence  of  the  disability  claimed  for. 

This  contention  is  hardly  worthy  of  serious  consideration,  in  view  of 
the  long-established  and  well-known  holding  of  the  Department  on 
these  subjects.  The  Government  is  not  able  always  to  guard  against 
the  perpetration  of  a  fraud  by  those  desiring  to  enlist  as  regards  their 
pli^'sical  infirmities,  nor  can  it  be  held  responsible  for  a  disability  as  of 
Service  origin,  when  it  is  positively  shown  by  the  nniord  that  the  same 
exii^ted  before  enlistment,  simply  because  the  service  of  the  person  was 
accepted. 

It  is  well  known  that  many,  incited  by  considerations  of  gain  or 
adventure  or  other  less  worthy  motives,  have  enlisted  in  the  army, 
concealing  a  disease  of  obscure  nature,  the  existence  of  which  the 
best  medical  authority,  as  well  as  common  experience,  tea<^hes  it  is 
almost  impossible  to  detect  except  in  its  most  advanced  stages.  In 
the  decision  of  the  appeal  of  John  T.  Taylor  (1  P.  D.,  2H1;  this  Ian- 
guage  is  used: 

When  a  man  offerH  himself  to  the  (rovemment  for  enlistnient  lu*  nayn  in  efTctf-t,  **  I  nfii 
a  sound  man  and  able  to  perform  the  duties  of  a  soldier. "  If  he  conc^alM  jin.v  diwihil  ity, 
he  perpetrates  a  fraud  upon  the  Government,  and  public  \K)\'uy  rerjiiir«-«  that  hf,  hIuiII  )fv 
t*.topped  from  denying  the  truthfulness  of  slatements  he  may  lia\e  made  when  he  ofTen<| 
himself  for  enlistment. 

So,  also,  a  statt^ment  in  the  certificate  for  discharge  tliat  a  (Jiwibilify, 
on  account  of  which  the  soldier  was  di.soharged,  exint^d  prior  to  eiiliHt- 
ment  not  only  outweighs  the  pre^^umption  of  prior  HOiiiirhi*HH  or  Mie 
claimant's  allegation  thereof,  but  sati.^faHorily  ertfablinheM  ffie  ihfi 
stated  until  the  same  is  clearly  dinproved.  In  the  d^-^i-irm  of  th<' 
appeal  of  Ellis  Luther  .  1   P.  D.,  '587^  it  is  -^tat^d  - 

The  Department  has  al.v)  held  with  irreat  enjjil.JM.^  in  a  Kirj/e  nrnf.Uf  ot  /h/Kioi^ 
cited  below  that  thestatenieut-^contaiLed  in  the  M-rMJi'Mf-  of  *).4.iJ.rlify  fi|i*»n  v^lii<  li  th* 
soldier  was  discharged  fn^m  the  j^rvice  j^ha'.l  !»♦•  inVfu  ;m  fnlly /'Jihh'hlfrt/  iUt-  f..Hn 
therein  stated,  unless  fraud  or  mistake  ^le  apf^jr^nt  fr/.»o  ihf  U^*-  "f  Mie  n-fhUmi*-  )»«<  If 
or  clearly  established  by  the  mo»it  positive  and  eor.HrMi-.e  ftyuUtu*' 

The  attomej  who  makfti  this  appeal  <'/au  \tiir<\\>  \»*'V\iNi\\\\  ^^\^^  Wv^ 
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of  the  statements  in  the  record,  that  the  claimant  was  entirely  iVee  from 
his  alleged  disability  prior  to  his  enlistment,  and  that  his  service  in  the 
army  was  the  cause  of  the  disability,  as  it  is  shown  to  exist.  How,  then. 
can  he  expect  the  allowance  of  a  pension  for  such  disability  except  upon 
the  technical  presumptions  sought  to  be  invoked  in  the  appeal,  and 
which,  as  has  been  shown,  have  no  just  foundation  in  right  or  in  the 
practice  of  the  Department? 

The  rejection  of  the  claim  upon  the  showing  made  by  the  record  that 
the  alleged  disability  existed  before  enlistment  was  proper,  and  the 
same  is  affirmed. 


fee-retssue-commencement. 

Flying,  an  Indian  (claimant). 
John  L.  Springston  (attorney). 

Where  an  attorney  is  obligated  to  secure  the  allowance  of  pension  from  the  earliest  date 
from  which  pension  can  be  allowed  he  is  not  entitled  to  an  additional  fee  upon 
reissne  to  correct  the  date  of  the  commencement  of  pension.  (See  cases  of  .Saninel 
Werner,  Certificate  No.  18,503,  and  Andrew  G.  Van  W^ie,  Certificate  No.  137.f^\ 
cited  in  Anderson's  Digest,  section  94.) 

Amstant  Secretary   John   M,    Reynoldis    to    the    Commimoner   of   Peiwom, 

November  19,  1896. 


John  L.  Springston,  of  Fort  Smith,  Ark.,  October  5,  1896,  appealed 
in  the  matter  of  fee  on  the  reissue  of  September  26,  1896  (Certificate 
No.  910,488),  in  the  claim  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1S90,  of  Flyinjr 
(an  Indian),  Second  Indian  Home  Guards. 

The  appellant,  July  5,  1892,  filed  the  original  declaration  and  filed 
some  evidence  on  the  same  date.  Subsequently  the  claim  was  sent  to 
the  field  for  investigation  as  to  the  validity  of  said  declaration,  and 
upon  the  report  of  the  special  examiner  it  was  held  to  be  invalid.  A 
new  declaration  was  procured  by  the  examiners  and  filed  July  5,  1893. 
upon  which  pension  wa«  allowed  to  commence  from  that  date,  and  a 
fee  was  paid  to  the  appellant.  Upon  his  motion  the  case  was  reviewed 
and  the  declaration,  filed  July  5,  1892,  was  held  to  be  valid.  There- 
upon reissue  was  made  September  26,  1896,  to  allow  pension  from  the 
date  of  filing  said  declaration.  No  fee  was  certified  to  the  appellant; 
hence  this  appeal. 

Assuming  that  appellant  was  entitled  to  the  fee  allowed  him,  he,  as 
attorney  in  the  case,  was  obligated  to  secure  the  allowance  of  pension 
from  the  earliest  date  from  which  the  claimant  is  entitled  to  pension, 
and  as  he  was  paid  a  fee  for  those  servii*.es  he  is  not  entitled  to  another 
fee  in  a  claim  for  reissue  to  correct  the  date  of  the  commencement  of 
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tension.  (See  cases  of  Samuel  Werner,  Certificate  No.  18,503,  and 
Lndrew  G.  Van  Wie,  Certificate  No.  137,875,  cited  in  Anderson's 
>igest,  section  94.) 

If  not  entitled  to  said  fee,  the  appellant  woald  be  compelled  to  refund 
n  his  own  favor,  and  thus  no  benefit  would  be  conferred  upon  him. 

The  action  of  the  Bureau  appears  to  have  been  proper  and  therefore 
s  affirmed. 


MARRIAGE  ANI>  DIVORCE-LAWS  OF  INDIANA. 

Louisa  J.  Doan  (widow). 

Claimant  was  married  to  the  soldier  in  1859,  by  a  ceremony,  and  they  lived  together  in 
the  relation  of  hnsband  and  wife  in  the  State  of  Indiana  from  that  time  until  sol- 
dier's death  in  1892,  and  12  children  were  the  issue  of  said  marriage.  At  the  date 
of  this  marriage  the  soldier  had  a  prior  wife  living  who  procnred  a  divorce  from 
him  in  the  State  of  Illinois  in  1863,  all  of  which  facts  were  unknown  to  claimant 
prior  to  soldier's  death.  It  is  held  that  under  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Indiana 
claimant's  marriage  to  soldier  in  1859  was  void,  but  that  a  valid  common  law  mar- 
riage arose  between  them  after  the  decree  divorcing  the  first  wife  was  entered  in 
1H6:S,  the  conduct  and  reputation  of  soldier  and  claimant  after  the  removal  of  the 
impediment  to  their  legal  marriage  being  such  as  to  warrant  the  presumption  of 
matual  consent  to  actual  marriage,  which  the  supreme  court  of  Indiana  holds  is  the 
essential  factor  of  a  perfect  common  law  marriage  in  that  State.  (Teter  v.  Teter, 
101  Ind.,  129;  Boulden  v  Mclntire,  119  Ind.,  574;  Castor  r.  Davis  et  al.,  126 
Ind.,  46). 

iftsii<fa)it   Secretary    John  M.    Reynolds    to    the    Commissioner    of  Pensions, 

November  19,  1896. 

Claimant  filed  her  declaration  for  pension  under  the  general  law  on 
Ipril  2, 1892,  as  widow  of  Courtland  Doan,  late  of  Company  G,  Seventy - 
iffch  Indiana  Volunteers.  Her  claim  was  rejected  July  21, 1896,  on  the 
:round  that  claimant  is  not  the  legal  widow  of  soldier,  and  an  appeal 
3  filed  May  26,  1896,  on  the  ground  that  rejection  is  contrary  to  law. 

The  case  may  he  stated  as  follows  : 

Claimant,  under  the  name  of  Louise  J.  Channes,  was  married  to 
k>urtland  Doan  in  the  State  of  Indiana  in  August,  1859.  They  con- 
inued  to  live  and  cohabit  as  husband  and  wife  until  soldier's  death  in 
•"ebruary,  1892,  he  having  served  in  the  Federal  Army  during  the  war 
f  the  rebellion.  Claimant  bore  to  soldier  twelve  children,  of  whom 
Dur  minors  are  living.  She  states  in  an  affidavit  that  soldier  had  been 
narried  previous  to  her  marriage  with  him,  but  that  his  first  wife  died 
ome  two  years  previous  to  the  marriage  of  1859.  In  attempting  to 
btain  proof  that  the  first  wife  was  dead,  the  attorney  discovered  that 
oldier's  first  wife  had  not  died  previous  to  his  marriage  with  claimant, 
ut  that  the  hrst  wife  had  obt-ained  a  divorce  from  %cAd\et  Vci  W\<^^\aXfc 
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of  Illinois,  on  the  6th  day  of  May,  1863,  some  four  years  after  hifi  mar- 
riage with  claimant.  It  appears  by  the  evidence  that  claimant  was 
innocent  of  any  facts  which  would  invalidate  her  marriage  with  soldier, 
but  the  fact  of  the  previous  marriage  and  divorce  can  not  now  be  dis- 
puted, for  they  are  of  record  in  the  files  herein. 

Two  questions  arise,  which  are  argued  by  attorney  in  his  appeal  t 
herein,  going  to  the  l.aw  as  construed  by  the  supreme  court  of  Indiana, 
and  which  it  is  admitted  must  govern  in  this  case,  inasmuch  as  claim- 
ant ^s  marriage  with  soldier  was  celebrated  in  that  State,  and  she  appears 
to  have  been  a  constant  resident  of  that  State  since  marriage.  (Act  of 
Congress  August  7,  1882.)  First.  Was  the  marriage  of  soldier  and 
claimant  in  1859  a  valid  marriage?  And,  second.  If  not,  did  a  com- 
mon law  marriage  arise  after  the  granting  of  said  divorce,  by  reason  of 
the  acts  of  soldier  and  claimant? 

The  first  question  must  be  answered  in  the  negative,  by  reason  of 
dicta  in  the  case  of  Teter  i*.  Teter  (88  Ind.,  494),  upholding  the  doc- 
trine that  a  ceremonial  marriage  between  two  parties,  one  of  them 
having  au  undivorced  husband  or  wife  living  at  the  time,  is  not  void- 
able but  void. 

As  to  the  second  question :  In  the  case  of  Teter  v.  Teter  (101  Ind., 
129)  the  facts  as  stated  by  the  court  were  as  follows :  One  Clayton 
having  commenced  divorce  proceedings  against  his  wife,  married 
Hannah  Teter  on  May  18,  1871.  The  decree  in  his  case  was  never 
entered,  and  the  case  was  eventually  dismissed  and  held  to  have  been 
properly  so  on  appeal.  In  September,  1871,  his  first  wife  obtained  a 
decree  of  divorce  from  him.  Claimant  and  soldier  did  not  again 
remarry  or  alter  in  any  way  their  connection  commenced  under  their 
ceremonial  marriage,  the  relation  simply  continuing  as  it  had  com- 
menced. The  case  was  before  the  supreme  court  of  Indiana  ou  three 
different  occasions,  and  at  the  final  decision  of  that  court  the  following 
language  was  used : 

The  presumption  in  lavor  of  matrimony  is  one  of  the  strongest  known  to  the  1ft w, 
^    *    *    and  we  are  not  disposed  to  relax  its  force  or  remit  its  vigor  in  the  slightest 
degree.     *     *     *     if  any  right  is  lost  to  him,  it  results  from  no  wrong  of  his,  but  solely 
from  the  misconduct  of  others.     Me  is  therefore  in  a  position  to  insist  upon  a  full  and 
broad  application  of  the  rule  that  ''the  law  presumes  morality  and  not  immorality; 
marriage  and  nut  concubinage;  legitimacy  ami  not  bastardy. ''     *    ♦    ♦     We  are  firmly 
impressed  witli  the  belief  that  it  is  our  duty  to  carry  the  rule  of  which  we  haVe  spoken  to 
its  full  extent,  and  hold  that  the  continuous  living  together  as  husband  and  wife  of  Mr. 
and  Mrs  Clayton,  their  acts  as  such,  their  well  founded  belief  in  the  validity  of  their 
formal  marriage,  the  husband's  recognition  of  that  relation  after  the  divorce  obtained  by 
his  til  St  wife  left  him  free  to  enter  into  a  matrimonial  engagement,  the  second  wife's  firm 
faith  from  the  iirst  to  last  that  she  was  lawfully  married,  the  declaration  of  the  parties 
that  they  were  married,  the  acknowledgment  of  the  appellee  as  the  child  of  the  mar- 
riage bed,  creates  a  presumption  of  marriage  too  strong  to  be  overcome  by  the  general 
statement  of  the  husband,  when  on  the  witness  stand,  that  there  was  only  one  marriage; 
*    *    *    there  was  a  time  when  no  \m\wA\\\\e^v\l  Vo  C\»iN\.oxv  X»  \v\&  ^wacreA  T&axciau^ 
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existed,  and  the  strong  and  almost  conclosive  presumption,  from  the  facts  developed  by 
e^ridence,  is  that  there  was  present  in  the  minds  of  the  parties  the  mutaal  consent  which 
gives  validity  to  marriage,  even  though  there  is  no  formal  solemnization.  *  *  *  We 
DOW  say  that  no  formal  ceremony  is  necessary,  and  that  if  the  motives  are  good,  the 
intention  to  effect  an  immediate  marriage  is  present,  and  the  purpose  to  unite  as  hus- 
band and  wife  exists  in  the  minds  of  both  parties,  mutual  consent  is  all  that  is  required. 
^  ^  ^  It  would  be  more  consistent  with  logical  principles  to  hold  that  the  subse- 
cfuent  cohabitation  as  husband  and  wife  is  referable  to  the  consent  at  the  commence- 
ment of  the  connection  between  the  parties  than  to  hold  that  it  was  an  adulterous 
commerce  unsanctioned  by  marriage. 

It  will  be  seen  by  the  above  that  the  court  of  last  resort  in  the  State 
of  Indiana  carries  the  rule  of  the  presumption  of  innocence  to  its 
verge  in  upholding  common  law  marriages  which  come  into  existence 
by  reason  of  a  previous  void  ceremonial  marriage. 

But  the  same  court  has  gone  still  further,  as  it  is  noted  by  the  case  of 
£oulden  t;.  Mclntire  (119  Ind.,  574).  In  that  case  Horace  G.  Boulden 
married  Eliza  Street  on  April  22,  1879,  dying  in  1881.  Eliza  had  been 
previously  married  to  Charles  Limes  in  1873.  They  lived  together  but 
a  few  weeks  and  then  separated.  It  is  not  even  alleged  that  at  the 
time  of  her  marriage  with  Boulden,  Eliza  even  pretended  to  believe 
that  she  and  Limes  had  ever  been  divorced.  Limes  did  obtain  a  divorce 
from  her  in  1883,  four  years  after  her  marriage  with  Boulden,  and  two 
years  after  his  death,  and  yet  the  court  upheld  the  marriage  between 
Eliza  and  Boulden,  stating  that  it  was  not  shown  but  that  she  had 
obtained  a  divorce  from  Limes  before  her  marriage  with  Boulden,  and 
holding: 

The  law  requires  the  party  who  asserts  the  illegality  of  a  marriage  to  take  the  bur- 
den of  that  issue  and  prove  it  though  it  may  involve  the  proving  of  a  negative. 

The  court  well  knew  that  the  negative  could  not  be  prove4  in  this 
case,  for  the  only  party,  Eliza,  by  which  such  proof  could  be  made,  was 
shown  by  the  records  to  be  dead.     They  further  stated : 

In  favor  of  the  validity  of  a  second  marriage,  contracted  by  a  woman  while  her  lirst 
husband  is  alive,  it  will  be  presumed  that  the  first  marriage  was  legally  dissolved  by  a 
di voice,  before  the  second  was  entered  into. 

The  doctrine  enunciated  in  the  cases  quoted  from  is  so  broad  that  I 
was  inclined  to  the  opinion  that  the  court  was  willing  to  carry  the  rule 
of  innocence  to  its  utmost  verge,  largely  for  the  purpose  of  legitimatiz- 
ing children,  whose  status  would  be  in  peril  if  any  other  holding  was 
made.  I  have  made  a  careful  search  of  the  reports  of  that  State  since 
the  cases  referred  to  were  decided,  and  I  find  that  the  above  holding  is 
intended  to  be  a  general  proposition  upon  the  subject  of  marriage ;  for 
in  the  case  of  Castor  v.  Davis  et  al.  (126  Ind.,  46)  the  court  (being  com- 
posed of  entirely  different  members  than  formerly)  state  as  the  holding 
in  the  Teter  case : 

Where  the  parties  intermarried  at  the  time  the  husband  had  a  V\\\w^  yjvte^  ^V\o  «LCtfct- 
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ward  obtained  a  divorce  from  him,  and  the  parties  cohabited  together  after  the  gnntii^ 
of  snch  decree;  it  was  held  that  the  law  would  presume  a  common  law  marriage,  the 
presumption  being  in  favor  of  morality  and  not  immorality;  marriage  and  not  con- 
cubinage; legitimacy  and  not  bastardy. 

It  is  apparent  that  the  views  of  the  supreme  court  of  Indiana  upon 
the  precise  point  at  issue  are  not  in  harmony  with  those  of  nearly  all 
of  the  courts  of  last  resort  in  other  States  of  the  Union,  and  I  am  not 
able  to  draw  the  same  logical  conclusions  from  cases  cited  by  the 
Indiana  court  in  support  of  their  holding,  as  that  court  does,  for  a  care- 
ful examination  of  the  authorities,  notably  New  York,  cited  by  the 
Indiana  court  in  upholding  the  doctrine  laid  down  by  them,  show  that  I 
important  circumstances  and  conditions  in  cases  cited  varied  consider- 
ably from  those  surrounding  the  Indiana  cases.  But  this  can  not  alter 
the  law  as  administered  in  Indiana.  This  supreme  court  has  passed 
upon  the  issue  that  is  raised  in  the  appeal  in  the  case  at  bar,  and  h^ 
held  nquarely  that  under  like  circumstances  a  marriage  like  the  one  in 
question  is  valid  in  that  State.  Continued  cohabitation  and  represen- 
tation for  thirty  years,  a  raising  of  a  family  of  children  after  the  legal 
impediment  to  the  attempted  marriage  was  removed,  must  give  rise  t<) 
the  presumption  of  mutual  consent,  which  the  Indiana  courts  bold  is 
the  essential  factor  to  perfect  a  common  law  marriage  after  the  imped- 
iment has  disappeared.  Your  rejection  of  this  claim  must  consequently 
be  reversed  on  legal  grounds. 

It  is  expressly  stated,  however,  that  the  holding  herein  applies  only 
to  an  Indiana  case ;  that  it  is  based  upon  the  circumstances  and  lacts 
which  enter  into  this  particular  claim,  and  that  it  is  made  necessary  by 
the  law  as  construed  by  the  supreme  court  of  Indiana  and  act  of 
August  7,  18S2,  amending  section  4702,  Revised  Statutes. 

The  action  appealed  from  is  reversed. 


retilled  officers-restoratiox-section  47«4,  revtsei>  statutes. 

John  Pulford. 

Officers  or  soldiers  on  the  active  or  retired  list  are  not  entitled  to  pension.  (Section 
47'24,  Revised  Statutes;  act  of  August  29,  1890;  section  2,  act  of  Manh  3,  1>^1: 
opinion  of  Attorney  General,  November  20,  1896.) 

Assistant    Secretary   John   M.    Reynolds   to    the    Commissioner   of  Pensiom^ 

November  30,  1896. 

Herewith  are  the  papers  in  the  claim  of  John  Pulford  (Certificate* 
No.  65,825),  late  lieutenant-colonel  Fifth  Michigan  Infantry. 

This  officer  was  a  pensioner  at  the  rate  of  $22.50  per  month  from 
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July  6,  1865,  the  rate  ending  February  22,  1866,  by  reason  of  enlist- 
ment in  the  Regular  Army.  Colonel  Pulford  remained  in  active  serv- 
ice until  December  15,  1870,  when  he  was  placed  upon  the  retired  list 
of  the  Army. 

His  name  was  dropped  from  the  pension  roll  pursuant  to  the  pro- 
Tisions  of  section  4719,  Revised  Statutes. 

lu  September,  1893,  he  filed  a  declaration,  wherein  he  stated  that  his 
application  was  made  solely  for  the  purpose  of  securing  the  amount  of 
pension  conceived  to  be  due  him  from  July  7, 1865,  to  February  23, 1866. 
Subsequently  another  claim  was  filed,  wherein  he  asked  that  his 
name  be  placed  on  the  pension  roll  from  the  date  of  his  retirement 
from  active  service. 

You  rejected  these  claims  on  February  28,  1894,  on  the  ground  that 
claimant  was  an  officer  on  the  retired  list  of  the  Army  and  therefore 
not  pensionable.     (Acts  of  August  29,  1890,  and  March  3,  1891.) 

From  this  action  an  appeal  was  filed  May  4,  1894,  and  upon  its  con- 
sideration I  reversed  your  action  to  the  extent  of  holding  that  the  laws 
cited  were  not  intended  by  Congress  to  prevent  payment  of  pension  for 
a  period  during  which  a  claimant  was  a  civilian  (7  P.  D.,  412). 

I  therefore  directed  that  Colonel  Pulford^s  name  be  restored  to  the 
rolls,  and  that  he  be  paid  the  pension  due  him  from  date  of  discharge 
to  the  date  when  he  entered  the  Regular  Army. 

I,  however,  affirmed  your  action  respecting  the  second  portion  of  his 
2laim  holding  it  barred  by  the  provisions  of  section  4724,  Revised  Stat- 
utes, and  acts  of  August  29,  1890,  and  March  3,  1891. 

A  motion  for  reconsideration  was  filed  February  2,  1895,  wherein  it 
was  contended  that  prior  to  the  act  of  August  24,  1890,  section  4724, 
Revised  Statutes,  was  never  held  to  apply  to  officers  on  the  retired  list, 
ind  that  this  act  is  not  retroactive,  but  prospective. 

On  the  23d  of  March,  1895,  I  adhered  to  my  former  decision  holding 
the  above  contention  untenable. 

Since  then  claimant  has  forcibly  reasserted  his  contention,  and  in 
view  of  the  gravity  of  the  issue  I  deemed  it  wise  to  submit  the  matter 
to  the  Attorney-General  of  the  United  States  for  his  consideration.  The 
letter  of  the  claimant,  wherein  he  solicited  reconsideration,  has  been 
mislaid,  but  will  be  regarded  as  a  second  motion  for  reconsideration. 

Pending  submission  of  this  issue  to  the  Attorney-General,  I  requested 
ei  statement,  based  on  the  records  of  your  Bureau,  as  to  whether  at  any 
time  since  1844  a  single  claim  had  been  allowed  to  retired  officers  or 
soldiers  as  invalid  pension. 

You  state  in  reply  under  date  of  October  30,  1896,  that  from  the  rec- 
ords of  your  Bureau  it  would  appear  that  at  no  time  since  1844  has 
atny  pension  claim  been  allowed  in  behalf  of  a  retired  officer  or  soldier 
as  an  invalid  pension. 
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On  September  3,  1888,  this  Department  rendered  a  decision  in  th« 
claim  of  Theodore  J.  Eckerson  (2  P.  D.,  187),  wherein  it  was  held  that 
section  4724,  Revised  Statutes,  did  not  apply  to  survivors  of  the  Mexi- 
can war  who  were  drawing  service  pensions. 

The  Department  was  cognizant  of  the  fact  that  under  this  decision 
there  were  in  the  year  1890  two  hundred  and  twenty-nine  active  and 
retired  oflBcers  and  soldiers  drawing  pension  on  account  of  service  in 
the  Mexican  war  and  the  war  of  1812. 

After  the  passage  of  the  act  of  August  29,  1890,  the  names  of  those 
in  active  service  were  dropped  from  the  roll  and  after  the  passage  of 
the  act  of  March  3,  1891,  those  on  the  retired  list  were  also  dropped. 

These  laws  provided  as  follows: 

Section  4724.  No  person  in  the  Array,  Navy,  or  Marine  Corps  8hall  draw  both  a  pen- 
sion as  an  invalid  and  the  pay  of  his  rank  or  station  in  the  service,  unless  the  disability 
for  which  the  pension  was  granted  be  such  as  to  occasion  his  employment  in  a  lower 
grade  or  in  the  civil  branch  of  the  service. 

Act  of  August  29,  1890,  section  2 : 

Hereafter  no  oflficer  of  the  Army,  Navy,  or  Marine  Corps  on  the  retired  list  shall  draw 
or  receive  any  pension  under  any  law. 

Act  of  March  3,  1891  : 

Tliat  hereafter  no  pension  shall  be  allowed  or  paid  to  any  officer,  nonoommissioDed 
officer,  or  private  in  the  Array,  Navy,  or  Marine  Corps  of  the  United  States,  either  on 
the  active  or  retired  list. 

It  will,  therefore,  be  observed  at  once  that  to  concede  the  contention 
of  this  claimant  would  involve  a  return  to  a  practice  not  warranted  by 
law  at  this  time,  but  positively  prohibited  thereby. 

In  reviewing  my  construction  of  these  laws  the  Attorney-General,  in 
an  opinion  dated  November  20,  1896,  states  that — 

The  departmental  constmction  appears  to  sustain  the  tme  oon^tniction  of  the  stat- 
ute in  question  as  held  by  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  'nterior  and  approved  by 
me  *  *  *  and  I  advise  you  that  the  applicant  is  not  entitled  to  the  arrears  of  pen- 
sion claimed  by  him. 

Under  this  finding  of  the  Attorney-General  I  am  constrained  to 
adhere  to  the  construction  placed  upon  these  laws  in  my  former  decis- 
ion on  appeal,  as  well  as  upon  this  second  motion  for  reconsideration. 


oi^d  waks— avidows'  pension  under  sections  47«8  and  4729, 

revised  statutes. 

Mary  Kelley  (widow). 

1.  Under  sections  4728  and  4729  of  the  Revised  Statutes  a  widow  of  a  sailor  whoae 
entire  service  was  rendered  prior  to  March  4,  18<U^  is  pensionable  only  in  the  evenl 
that  snob  sailor  died  while  in  the  service. 
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The  law  makes  a  distinction  between  widows  of  sailors  and  widows  of  soldiers,  the 
latter  being  pensionable  if  the  soldier  died  of  disease  contracted  in  some  war  prior 
to  ^farch  4,  1861,  while  the  former  are  pensionable  only  when  the  sailor  died  in  the 
service. 

mstani   Secretary   John    M.    Reynolds   to    the    Commissioner    of  Pensions^ 

November  SO,  1896, 

The  sailor,  Thomas  (alias  Charles  T.)  Kelley,  was  pensioned  August 
K  1890,  under  the  general  law  for  injury  to  left  ankle  at  $12  per  month 
Dm  July  28,  1886,  and  ending  May  3,  1888,  date  of  death,  payable  to 
jiry  Kelley,  widow.  The  widow  filed  declaration  for  widow's  pen- 
3n  under  the  general  law  (No.  16,321)  August  3,  1896,  which  claim 
as  rejected  September  12,  1890,  on  the  ground  that  the  sailor  having 
ndered  all  his  service  prior  to  March  4,  1861,  and  having  died  out  of 
rvice,  there  is  no  provisions  of  law  by  which  his  widow  can  be  pen- 
oned.  From  this  action  claimant  appealed  October  3,  1896. 
It  is  contended  on  behalf  of  appellant  that  there  are  anterebellion 
ws  which  give  right  of  pension  to  widows  where  the  death  of  the  sol- 
er  or  sailor  occurred  since  March  4,  1861,  if  the  cause  thereof  were 
)ntracted  previously.  Departmental  decisions  in  the  claims  of  Ann 
.  Cunningham  (Pen.  Dig.,  1885,  pp.  343  and  486)  and  Mary  Heron 
bid.)  are  cited  to  sustain  this  contention. 

It  is  evident  that  appellant  has  misinterpreted  the  intent  and  appli- 
.tion  of  paragraph  No.  11  on  page  486  of  the  "Digest  of  Pension 
iws  and  Decisions,  1 885,"  to  which  the  above  cited  cases  refer,  which 
ites: 

Death  of  soldier  after  March  4,  1861,  if  canse  contracted  previously,  widow  entitled 
pension  under  antebellum  laws. 

While  it  must  be  confessed  the  wording  of  this  paragraph  is  some- 
lat  obscure  and  does  not  suflBciently  or  intelligently  state  the  sylla- 
s,  it  is  proper  to  observe  that  the  rulings  of  the  Department  referred 
,  and  subsequent  decisions  based  thereon,  expressly  hold  that  even  if 
ere  were  evidence  to  show  that  the  cause  of  death  was  connected  as 
•esult  with  the  soldier's  military  service  it  would  not  establish  the 
um  of  the  widow  for  pension,  because  there  is  no  law  granting  pen- 
ms  to  widows  of  those  soldiers  who  have,  died  of  diseases  not  con- 
icted  in  actual  military  service  in  some  war  by  which  they  were 
cabled  prior  to  March  4,  1861.  (Lydia  Fraber,  8  P.  D.,  212.)  The 
N  applying  to  sailors'  widows  is  entirely  different. 
Sections  4728  and  4729  of  the  Revised  Statutes  provide  as  follows: 

Sec.  4728.  If  any  officer,  warrant  or  petty  officer,  seaman,  engineer,  first,  second,  or 
rd  assistant  engineer,  fireman,  or  coal-heaver  of  the  Navy  or  any  marine  has  been 
abled  prior  to  the  fourth  day  of  March,  eighteen  hundred  and  sixty-one,  by  reason 
»nv  injury  received  or  disease  contracted  in  the  aetvioe  and  Ime  ol  dwt^^  bft  ^^U  V\^ 
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entitled  to  receive  during  the  oontiniiance  of  his  disability  a  pension  proportiomie  to 
the  degree  of  bis  disability  not  exceeding  half  the  monthly  pay  of  his  rank  as  it  existed 
in  Janaary,  eighteen  hundred  and  thirty-five.     *    *    * 

Sec.  4729.  If  any  person  referred  to  in  the  preceding  section  has  died  in  the  xrskt 
of  injury  received  or  disease  contracted  under  conditions  therein  stated  his  widow  shall 
be  entitled  to  receive  half  the  monthly  pay  to  which  the  deceased  viiis  entitled  at  the 
date  of  his  death;  and  in  case  of  her  death  or  marriage  her  child  or  children  under  six- 
teen years  of  age  shall  be  entitled  to  the  pension.     *    *    * 

The  case  of  Ann  H.  Cunningham  (widow),  decided  by  Secretan 
Delano,  involved  a  question  of  rating,  not  of  title,  and  is  not  affect^'d. 
save  in  that  particular,  by  the  provisions  of  sections  4728  and  4729  of 
the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States,  the  Secretary  holding  that 
the  widow  was  entitled  under  the  act  of  August  11,  1848,  to  850  per 
month  in  lieu  of  $30  per  month,  to  which  latter  rate  the  Pension  Office 
had  reduced  the  pension  under  wrongful  interpretation  of  the  act  of 
July  14,  1862.     In  this  case  Secretary  Delano  held  as  follows: 

A  careful  consideration  of  said  act  convinces  me  that  Mr.  Barrett  (ConimisaioDer  of 
Pensions)  erred  in  this  interpretation  of  its  meaning;  that  he  must  have  based  it  npoD 
the  second  section  of  the  act  (July  14,  18<>2)  independently  of  its  connection  with  the 
first  section.  The  second  section  provides  for  pension  to  the  'widows  or  children  of  any 
officers  or  other  persons  named  in  the  first  section  of  the  act  who  may  have  died  hioce 
the  4th  day  of  March,  1861,  and  the  first  section  provides  that  all  officers  or  other  per- 
sons therein  named  shall  be  entitled  to  pension  who  may  have  been  disabled  since  the 
4th  day  of  March,  1861. 

It  is  clear  that  the  intent  of  Ckingress  in  enacting  these  provisions  was  to  provide  fur 
persons  on  account  of  disabilities  or  death  which  were  exclusively  occasioned  by  the 
late  rebellion,  and  the  4th  day  of  March,  1861,  was  thereby  formally  fixed  as  the  date 
of  tlie  commencement  of  said  rebellion.  The  simple  fact  that  Captain  Canningbsm 
died  nine  days  after  the  prescribed  date  should  not  bring  the  widow*s  claim  under  the 
act  of  July  14, 1862,  unless  he  had  been  first  disabled  since  said  March  4;  but  as  he  ^i.'^ 
so  disabled  nearly  a  year  previously  it  is  obvious  that  if  he  liad  applied  at  any  time 
after  the  receipt  of  his  injuries  for  a  pension  his  claim  would  not  have  been  adjudicated 
under  the  act  of  July  14,  1862,  but  under  the  act  of  August  11,  1848. 

In  the  case  of  Mary  Heron,  widow  of  Michael  Heron,  supra,  Secretarj' 
Kirk  wood  held  as  follows : 

The  husband  of  the  claimant  enlisted  on  the  6th  of  August,  1840,  in  Battery  G,  Sec- 
ond Artillery,  and  was  discharged  on  the  23d  of  April,  1844,  at  Fort  Columbus,  New 
York  Harbor,  on  account  of  disability.  It  appears  from  the  report  of  the  adjutant-GeD- 
eral  of  the  army  that  during  the  whole  period  of  his  service  he  was  employed  at  Fort 
Columbus.  There  is  no  evidence  to  show  that  the  cause  of  his  death  was  connected  as 
a  result  with  his  military  service;  but  if  this  were  shown  it  would  not  establish  the 
claim  of  his  widow  to  pension,  for  the  reason  that  there  is  no  law  granting  pensions  to 
the  widows  of  those  soldiers  who  have  died  of  diseases  not  contracted  in  actual  milituy 
service  in  some  war  by  which  they  were  disabled  prior  to  the  4th  of  March,  1861. 

It  will  be  observed  in  this  connection  that  under  the  existing  law 
the  distinction  between  the  title  of  widows  of  soldiers  and  widows  of 
sailors  on  account  of  anterebellion  service  only  is  very  broad.  The 
widow  of  a  soldier  who  died  of  disease  coiitw^^ifed  m  ^%  \ml\.t&r^  serv- 
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B  prior  to  March  4,  1861 ,  has  no  title  to  pension  on  account  of  such 
»th  unless  the  fatal  disease  originated  in  some  war. 
The  title  of  the  widow  of  a  sailor  obtains  only  when  the  sailor  died 
service  of  injury  received  or  disability  contracted  prior  to  March  4, 
$61,  no  matter  whether  that  service  was  or  was  not  in  some  war. 
In  the  case  at  bar  the  sailor  enlisted  August  11,  1858,  serving  on  the 
ar  ship  St.  Mary-s  to  December  31,  1860,  and  on  the  North  Carolina 
om  January  1,  1861,  to  January  25,  1861,  when  he  was  discharged, 
e  filed  declaration  for  pension  under  the  general  law  August  15, 1884, 
leging  injury  to  left  ankle  and  fistula  incurred  in  1859,  and  by  affi- 
tvit  filed  June  21,  1886,  further  alleged  wound  of  left  leg  received 
ior  to  above  injury.  The  sailor  died  May  3,  1888,  of  chronic  bron- 
itis,  and  on  August  13,  1890,  his  claim  was  approved  for  injury  to 
ft  ankle,  all  other  alleged  disabilities  being  rejected  and  pension 
Lowed  at  812  per  month  from  July  28.  1886,  to  end  May  3,  1888,  date 
death,  payable  to  his  widow. 

As  the  sailor  did  not  die  in  service  of  injury  received  or  disability 
ntracted  prior  to  March  4,  1861,  all  his  services  in  the  Navy  having 
en  rendered  prior  to  that  date,  the  widow  is  not  entitled  under  sec- 
>DS  4728  and  4729  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  United  States,  and  Con- 
ess  has  so  far  provided  no  law  to  cover  cognate  claims  for  pension. 
tie  sailor  was  properly  pensioned  for  the  disability  shown,  but  the 
$nsion  terminated  absolutely  with  his  death,  the  widow  having  no 
heritable  title  under  existing  law  except  as  to  his  accrued  and  unpaid 
snsion. 

Even  had  the  sailor  died  in  service  subsequent  to  March  4,  1861,  it 
3uld  have  been  necessary,  under  the  general  law,  in  order  to  confer 
ile  to  pension  on  the  widow,  to  establish  that  his  death  was  due  to 
sability  of  service  origin  contracted  in  line  of  duty,  the  act  of  August 
1882,  amending  section  4702  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United 
ates,  providing  as  follows : 

If  any  person  embraced  within  the  provisions  of  sections  4692  and  4693  has  died 
ee  the  4th  day  of  March,  1861,  or  hereailer  dies  by  reason  of  any  wound,  injury,  or 
ease  which  under  the  conditions  and  limitations  of  such  sections  would  have  entitled 
n  to  an  invalid  pension  had  he  been  disabled,  his  widow,  or  if  there  be  no  widow,  or 
case  of  her  death  without  payment  to  her  of  any  part  of  the  pension  hereinafter  men 
oed,  his  child  or  children  under  sixteen  years  of  age  shall  be  entitled  to  receive  the 
ne  pension  as  the  husband  or  father,  etc. 

The  action  of  your  Bureau  holding  that  the  widow  claimant  had  no 
le  to  pension  because  the  sailor  had  rendered  all  his  service  prior  to 
arch  4,  1861,  and,  having  died  out  of  service,  there  are  no  provisions 
law  by  which  his  widow  can  be  pensioned,  was  proper  and  the  rejec- 
»n  is  therefore  afi&rmed. 

p.  D. — VOL.  8 25 
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attorneyship-power  of  attorney. 

Charles  W.  Munbon  (claimant). 
W.  C.  &  M.  Frazer  (attorneys). 

An  attorney's  authority  to  represent  a  claimant  most  be  evidenoed  by  an  iiatnimait 
executed  in  strict  accordance  with  the  formalities  laid  down  in  the  rules  of  ptae- 
tice.  An  informally  executed  declaration,  containing  a  power  of  attorney,  of  itBel! 
confers  no  rights  upon  the  attorney  named  therein. 

Amdant   Secretary   John   M,    Reynolds   to   the   Commissioner   of  Permm, 

November  SO,  1896. 

W.  C.  and  M.  Frazer,  of  Kansas  City,  Mo.,  September  24,  1896, 
appealed  in  the  matter  of  fee  on  the  issue  of  August  6, 1891,  in  the 
claim,  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  of  Charles  W.  Munson,  late  of 
Company  C,  Ninth  Indiana  Infantry. 

The  appellants,  July  3,  1890,  filed  the  original  declaration.  Said 
declaration  was  executed  before  a  justice  of  the  peace  who  did  not  use 
a  seal,  and  whose  official  character  and  authority  to  administer  oaths 
for  general  purposes  had  not  been  certified  to  the  Bureau.  The  decla- 
ration was  returned  to  the  Bureau  August  6,  1890,  with  the  proper 
certificate. 

Alex.  Hess,  of  Wabash,  Ind.,  July  14,  1890,  filed  a  valid  declaratiou 
containing  a  power  of  attorney  to  him.  During  the  following  year  Le 
filed  the  necessary  evidence  to  establish  the  claim. 

Certificate  issued  to  allow  pension  from  July  3, 1890,  the  date  of  filing 
the  declaration  by  the  appellants.  They  were  not  allowed  a  fee;  hence 
this  appeal.  (  - 

The  appellants'  authority  to  represent  the  claimant  became  oomplet« 
upon  the  filing  of  the  aforesaid  certificate  August  6,  1890.  Prior  to 
that  time  there  was  no  proper  evidence  of  their  authorit>^,  and  there- 
fore had  no  rights  in  the  case.  The  attorneyship  was  vacant  when 
Mr.  Hess,  July  14,  1890,  filed  a  valid  power  of  attorney.  He  was, 
therefore,  entitled  to  recognition.  As  he  completed  the  claim  without 
becoming  in  neglect,  the  power  of  attorney  to  the  appellants,  after  j 
being  duly  executed,  never  became  operative. 

The  distinction  between  an  informality  in  the  execution  of  a  declara- 
tion and  a  defect  therein  that  goes  to  the  merits  of  a  claim  has  been 
observed  by  the  Department  in  its  decisions  when  determining  the 
rights  of  a  claimant  to  pension.  (Case  of  Harriet  E.  Hanohett,  7  P.  D., 
825.)  An  attorney's  authority  to  represent  a  claimant  mast  be  evi- 
denced by  an  instrument  executed  in  strict  accordance  with  the  formal- 
ities laid  down  in  the  rules,  and  unless  such  formalities  are  obBerved 
the  attorney  should  not  be  accorded  recognition.  It  is  not  essential  to 
the  merits  of  the  claimant's  case  tbat  t\ie>  d^iax«^\Qii«k\vQ\^^^  be  complete 
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idenoe  of  an  attorney's  authority  to  prosecute  the  claim,  nor  that  the 
ire  filing  of  the  declaration  should  entitle  an  attorney  to  recoguition; 
Dce  an  informality  in  the  execution  of  the  declaration  that  would  not 
to  the  claimant's  right  to  pension  would,  when  the  declaration  con- 
ns a  power  of  attorney,  defeat  the  attorney's  right  to  recognition 
^reunder,  as  there  would  be  no  proper  evidence  of  his  authority  to 
t  in  the  case. 

As  the  appellants  were  denied  recognition  upon  the  ground  indicated, 
3  action  of  the  Bureau  is  affirmed. 


commencbmbnt  of  pknsiox— act  june  «7,  1890-minor. 

Mary  E.  Bronoel  (minor). 

asions  granted  to  minor  children  of  soldiers  under  the  provisions  of  section  3,  act  of 
Jane  27,  1890,  commence  from  the  date  of  filing  the  application  therefor  in  the 
Bureau  of  Pensions  after  the  passage  of  said  act,  the  death  of  the  soldier,  and  the 
death  or  remarriage  of  the  widow  of  the  soldier.     Carley's  appeal  (7  P.  D.,  12). 

sistant    Secretary  John    M.    Reynolds    to    the    Commissioner   of  Pensions, 

December  ^4,  1896, 

On  September  24, 1896,  a  certificate  (No.  431,043)  was  issued  by  your 
ireau  to  this  appellant,  granting  her  a  pension  under  the  provisions 
section  3,  act  of  June  27,  1890,  as  the  minor  child  of  said  deceased 
dier,  Peter  Bronoel,  late  of  Company  E,  Forty-eighth  Pennsylvania 
Tantry,  commencing  on  February  8, 1896,  the  date  of  filing  her  appli- 
iion  therefor. 

From  said  action  this  appeal  was  taken  on  October  27,  1896,  con- 
kding  that  said  pension  should  have  been  made  to  commence  from 
tober  5,  1895,  the  date  of  the  death  of  her  mother,  who  had  also 
3n  pensioned  under  the  provisions  of  said  section  as  the  widow  of 
d  soldier. 

The  question  presented  by  this  appeal  was  very  carefully  considered 
d  fully  discussed  by  this  Department  in  the  case  of  Timothy  L.  Car- 
^  (7  P.  D.,  12),  wherein  it  was  held: 

Pensions  granted  to  widows  or  minor  children  under  the  third  section  of  said  act 
nld  commence  from  the  date  of  the  application  for  such  pension,  after  the  passage  of 
1  act  and  after  the  death  of  the  soldier,  and  in  case  of  a  minor,  after  the  death  or 
larriage  of  the  widow. 

The  action  of  your  Bureau  in  this  case,  from  which  this  appeal  is 
ten,  was  clearly  in  strict  accord  with  the  foregoing  ruling,  and  was, 
erefore,  without  error,  and  is  affirmed  accordingly. 
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declarations— amendments— affrdavits. 

Benjamin  Hoskins. 

Affidavits  filed  in  reepoDse  to  calls  of  the  Pensioii  Barean  for  information  inac 
under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  can  not  be  accepted  as  supplemental  declara 
in  a  claim  under  the  general  law  setting  up  and  alleging  new  and  additional  g 
of  disability. 

Assistant   Secretary  John,    M.  Reynolds    to    the    Commissioner   of  Pern 

December  14,  1896. 

This  appellant,  late  of  Company  D,  Fifth  Pennsylvania  Volui 
Cavalry,  filed  in  your  Bureau  on  March  4,  1886,  a  dedaration  for 
sion  under  the  provisions  of  the  general  law  bsised  on  an  injury  oi 
side  and  general  debility,  alleged  to  have  been  incurred  and  contn 
in  line  of  duty  during  his  military  service,  which  was  rejected  on 
18,  1887,  upon  the  ground  that  no  pensionable  disability  due  to 
causes  had  existed  since  the  date  of  filing  said  declaration. 

Subsequently  the  appellant  filed  on  October  14,  1890,  an  applic 
for  pension  under  the  provisions  of  section  2,  act  of  June  27, 1890,  \ 
ing,  in  addition  to  those  formerly  alleged  in  his  claim  under  the  ge 
law,  injury  to  left  ankle  and  disease  of  rectum  as  causes  of  disal 
In  the  course  of  adjudication  of  this  claim  he  was  called  upon  by 
Bureau  for  information  relative  to  the  origin  and  circumstances  o 
incurrence  of  his  alleged  injury  to  left  ankle,  and  in  response  tfa 
he  filed  on  March  17,  1892,  an  affidavit  setting  forth  that  said  i 
was  incurred  while  he  was  in  line  of  duty  during  his  military  se 
about  September  1,  1863,  when  on  a  raid  with  his  company  near 
liamsburg,  or  in  front  of  Eichmond,  Va.,  and  in  a  charge  on  the  ei 
the  horse  on  his  left  running  against  him,  and  the  boot  of  the  ca 
striking  him  on  his  lefb  ankle. 

Said  claim  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  was  admitted  on  Oc 
7,  1892  (Certificate  No.  813,836),  and  pension  at  the  rate  of  $i 
month  granted  to  the  appellant  for  inability  to  earn  a  support  by 
ual  labor  from  injury  to  lefb  ankle  and  disease  of  rectum. 

Appellant  applied  to  your  Bureau  to  reopen  and  reconside 
rejected  claim  under  the  general  law,  contending  that  the  rejecti 
said  claim  was  inconsistent  with  the  action  admitting  his  claim  i 
the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  but  he  was  informed  on  October  6,  1896 
pension  was  not  granted  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  for  the 
causes  of  disability  alleged  as  basis  for  pension  under  the  general 
Appellant  then  invited  attention  to  the  above-mentioned  affidavit 
tending  that  the  same  should  be  accepted  and  considered  as  si 
mental  to  his  declaration  under  the  general  law,  and  as  a  sof 
BbHegation  of  injury  of  left  ankle  to  coii«.\]v\.\x\fe  «i»N^\AL  cX^vs^^Cor  ^ 
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on   account  of  said  injury  thereunder.      On  October  31,  1896,  your 

Bureau  informed  him  that  said  affidavit,  having  been  filed  in  response 

to  a  call  for  information  in  his  claim  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890, 

eould  not  be  considered  or  accepted  as  supplemental  to  his  declaration 

for  pension  under  the  general  law,  and  declined  to  reopen  said  claim  or 

to  disturb  the  action  of  rejection  therein. 

From  this  action  appeal  was  taken  on  November  16,  1896. 
The  appellant's  claim  for  pension  under  the  general  law,  and  his 
olaim  for  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  were  separate,  dis-- 
t.inct,  and  independent  claims,  made  under  different  laws,  based  upon 
^different  state  of  facts,  requiring  different  proof,  and  bearing  no  direct 
elation  to  each  other.     In  his  claim  under  the  general  law  the  appel- 
lant had  never  alleged  or  claimed  pension  on  account  of  an  injury  to 
lefl  ankle,  and  said  cause  of  disability  was  first  alleged  and  has  only 
ken  alleged  by  him  as  a  basis  for  pension  under  the  provisions  of  sec- 
tion 2,  act  of  June  27, 1890,  irrespective  of  the  time  and  place  of  its 
origin.     The  affidavit  referred  to  by  appellant  was  filed  by  him  in  direct 
response  to  calls  from  your  Bureau  for  information  in  his  claim  under 
Ihe  act  of  June  27,  1890,  relative  to  the  circumstances  surrounding  the 
incurrence  of  said  injury  to  ankle,  not  with  reference  to  its  origin  in 
the  service  and  line  of  duty,  but  merely  that  the  Bureau  might  be  sat- 
isfied that  said  injury  was  in  no  way  the  result  of  his  own  wrongdoing 
or  vicious  habits.     Said  affidavit  had  no  reference,  application,  or  rela- 
tion to  appellant's  declaration  for  pension  under  the  general  law,  and 
hence  could  not  be  considered  as  in  any  way  supplemental  thereto  or 
amendatory  thereof  merely  for  the  reason  that  the  statement  inciden- 
tally appeared  therein  that  said  injury  had  been  incurred  during  appel- 
lant's militarv  service.     It  is  true  that  said  affidavit  could  and  would 
\ye  accepted  as  evidence  in  appellant's  claim  under  the  general  law,  in 
so  far  as  it  was  competent  and  applicable  thereto,  for  whatever  it  was 
worth  as  such,  but  it  was  in  no  sense  or  manner  supplemental  to  or 
amendatory  of  his  original  claim  for  pension  under  the  general  law, 
nor  was  it  so  understood  or  intended  by  appellant,  and  it  is  clear  that 
a  claim  under  the  general  law  for  pension  on  account  of  said  injury  to 
left  ankle,  as  a  new  and  additional  cause  of  disability  of  ser\nce  origin, 
could  not  properly  be  predicated  thereon. 

Although  this  Department  has  never  insisted  upon  technical  rules  of 
pleading  in  pension  claims,  and  is  disposed  to  grant  the  widest  liber- 
ality in  this  respect  consistent  with  sound  reason  and  a  proper  and 
orderly  dispatch  of  business,  yet  some  degree  of  definiteness  and  cer- 
tainty must  be  required  in  papers  filed  in  pension  claims  or  unnecessary 
delay,  uncertainty,  and  inextricable  confusion  would  inevitably  follow 
in  their  adjudication. 

I  am,  therefore,  of  the  opinion  that  the  action  of  your  Bureau  declin- 
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ing  to  accept  said  affidavit  as  supplemental  to  or  amendatory  of  appd 
lant*s  claim  for  pension  nnder  the  general  law,  and  refusing  to  reopen 
and  readjudicate  said  claim  for  that  reason,  was  without  error,  and 
said  action  is  affirmed  accordingly. 


PRACTICE— REOPKNTNG  CI^AIMS. 

ToixrvER  Thomson. 

When  new  medicml  eTidenoe  is  sabmitled  with  »  view  to  reopening  a  rejected  cUim  it 
is  the  practice  of  the  Bmefta  at  PenaonB  to  sabmit  the  same  to  the  Medical  Rdem 
before  refusing  to  reopoi,  which  said  practice  is  approved,  and  where  in  such  » case 
a  former  rejection  has  been  adhered  to  on  medical  grounds  witlioat  sabmitfciiig  soch 
medicsl  eTidenoe  to  the  Medical  Referee  it  is  error. 

AtfiMant   Secretary    John    M,  RtynMs    to    the    Commissioner    of  Pemm. 

December  22,  1896. 

Appellant  filed  his  declaration  under  the  general  law  May  20, 1889, 
ailing  chronic  diarrhea :  same  was  rejected  January  10,  1893,  on  the 
ground  of  no  disability  shown.     New  evidence  was  filed,  and  after  an 
examination  by  a  board  of  surgeons,  and  also  taking  into  consideration 
the  new  evidence,  the  rejection  was  adhered  to  on  medical  grounds.   On 
June  21,  181>5,  additional  medical  evidence  was  filed,  and  it  does  not 
api>ear  that  said  evidence  has  ever  been  {>assed  upon  by  the  medical 
branch  of  your  Bureau.    It  has  long  been  the  practice — ^and  it  would    | 
seem  to  be  an  exceedingly  proper  one — that  all  medical  evidence  filed 
with  a  view  to  a  change  of  action  should  be  submitted  to  the  Medical    ' 
Referee  before  further  action  is  taken.    There  being  nothing  in  the  files 
to  show  that  this  has  been  done,  your  action  of  adherence,  as  evidenced 
by  an  indorsement  on  the  jacket  and  slips  of  the  southern  division,  is 
error.     It  is  true  that  the  slip  contains  the  statement  that — 

The  action  of  rejection  of  Janoar>'  10,  1893,  is  adhered  to  on  medical  groands, 

but  as  far  as  the  reiH>rd  shows  it  is  but  a  legal  decision  that  the  medi- 
cal evidence  of  June  21, 1895,  is  not  suflBcient  to  change  action.  I  con- 
ceive this  to  be  a  departure  fn>ni  your  well-regulated  practice,  and  the 
action  of  adherence  is  accordingly  set  aside  that  the  Medical  Referee 
may  pass  thereon. 

My  attention  has  been  called  to  another  question  of  practice  shown 
by  the  files  herein  which  appears  to  be  worthy  of  consideration.  Adher- 
ence to  the  rejection  of  this  claim  has  twice  been  had  since  January  10, 
1893,  and  the  only  record  of  such  action  is  upon  the  jacket  covering  tke 
papers  and  upon  slips  not  attached  to  the  brief.  I  returned  the  files  to 
jou  in  order  that  the  record  ml^Vvt  \>^  vs\^d^  Vn.  «c)ii&!^  QtK^v  ^laioe^  but 
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pon  a  return  of  the  files  I  find  that  your  procedure  has  been  had  in 
sk^xsordance  with  universal  practice.     It  also  appears  that  when  you 

fuse  to  reopen  a  claim  upon  newly  filed  evidence  and  adhere  to  for- 
rejection  that  it  is  not  considered  to  be  a  rejection,  and  hence  no 
formal  action  by  the  Board  of  Review  or  upon  the  brief  is  considered 
to  be  necessary.  Whatever  may  be  true  as  to  the  technical  meaning 
or  use  of  the  term  "  rejection,"  the  fact  remains  that  there  has  been  a 
legal  passing  upon  new  evidence,  and  a  finding  made  that  said  evidence 
does  or  does  not  warrant  a  reopening  of  the  claim,  and  such  a  finding 
is  the  act  of  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions,  and  is  a  final  action,  and 
is  appealable  to  the  Secretary.  It  is  a  quasi  judicial  act,  and  is  not 
practically  different  in  its  scope  from  an  action  of  admitting  or  reject- 
ing a  claim  upon  evidence,  and  moreover  it  calls  for  an  exercise  of 
nature  judgment  and  fine  perceptions  as  to  all  questions  that  enter 
into  the  consideration  of  evidence,  which  is  one  of  the  most  difficult 
branches  of  jurisprudence.  It  would  seem  that  such  an  important 
sk:tion  should  be  recorded  the  same  as  an  action  of  admission  or  rejec- 
tion of  a  claim,  and  that  the  reasons  for  such  action  are  as  important 
as  the  reasons  for  admission  or  rejection,  and  furthermore  that  such 
action,  being  an  important  action  of  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions, 
should  receive  the  sanction  and  be  vouched  for  by  those  individuals 
who  act  for  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  in  admitting  or  rejecting 
claims.  Nothing  is  more  important  than  that  the  record  of  actions 
taken  by  the  Government  in  the  adjudication  of  questions  wherein  the 
rights  of  individuals  to  vast  sums  of  money  are  concerned  should  be 
preserved  with  the  greatest  of  care.  Records  are  the  very  best  kind 
of  evidence,  and  common  experience  teaches  that  the  jackets  are  often 
torn  and  destroyed,  thus  destroying  the  record.  A  slip  in  the  files  is 
also  open  to  many  and  grave  objections.  Such  a  procedure  was,  doubt- 
less, sufficient  in  earlier  days,  but  I  am  convinced  that  with  the  vast 
volume  of  business  now  transacted  by  your  Bureau  the  record  should  be 
made  in  a  much  safer  place.  I  would  suggest  that  the  danger  of  loss 
and  mutilation  might  be  reduced  to  a  minimum  by  indorsing  across  the 
rejection  that  is  sustained  the  words  "rejection  adhered  to,''  by  means 
of  a  stamp  or  otherwise,  and  that  the  reasons  for  such  adherence  be 
stated  briefly  and  succinctly,  and  that  the  same  be  signed  by  some  one 
designated  by  you  for  that  purpose.  The  above  is  only  by  way  of  sug- 
gestion, but  I  commend  for  your  earnest  consideration  the  necessity  of 
preserving  the  record  intact,  and  the  advisability  of  having  that  record 
signed  by  those  who  are  intrusted  with  the  responsibility  of  acting  for 
the  Commissioner  upon  the  multitudinous  and  delicate  questions  of 
evidence. 

The  action  appealed  from  is  reversed. 
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MARRIAGE  OF  COT^RED  PER,SONS  UNDER   THE  LAAVS  OF  ARKAXSA?. 

I 

Mary  A.  Holmes  (cx)lored). 

As  the  evidence  shows  that  at  the  date  of  the  passage  of  an  act  of  the  Arkansas  Gtneral 
Assembly,  February  6,  1867,  proyiding  that  negroes  and  mnlattoes  who  were  tbeo 
cohabiting  as  husband  and  wife,  and  recognizing  that  relation,  should  be  deemed 
lawfully  married,  claimant  was  living  in  said  State  with  one  George  Washington 
in  the  relation  of  husband  and  wife,  her  marriage  to  soldier  in  1R71,  while  Wa^- 
ington  was  alive  and  undivorced  from  her,  was  void,  and  she  is  not  his  lawful 
widow. 

Assistant    Secretary    John   M,   Reynolds  to   the    Commtssioner   of  Permom, 

December  22,  1896. 

Flanders  Holmes  was  enrolled  March  4,  1864,  and  was  discharged  to 
date,  August  9, 1865.  He  filed  an  application  for  pension  on  the  20th 
of  February,  1891.  He  died  on  the  8th  of  December,  1894,  while  his 
claim  was  pending.  On  the  3d  of  January,  1895,  Mary  A.  Holmes  filed 
an  application  for  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  in  which  she 
alleged  that  she  was  the  wudow  of  said  Flanders  Holmes;  that  she  was 
married  to  him  in  1872;  that  said  Flanders  Holmes  died  of  dropsy  on 
the  8th  of  December,  1894.  Her  claim  was  rejected  February  18, 1896, 
on  the  ground  that  the  evidence  filed  failed  to  show  the  legality  of  her 
marriage  to  the  soldier ;  that  her  prior  marriage  to  one  George  Wash- 
ington was  not  shown  to  have  been  dissolved. 

From  this  action  an  appeal  was  taken  June  4,  1896. 

There  is  record  evidence  in  Pulaski  County,  Ark.,  showing  that 
claimant  and  Flanders  Holmes  were  married  on  the  13th  of  April. 
1871. 

In  an  affidavit,  made  October  28,  1895,  before  a  special  examiner, 
claimant  stated  that  before  the  close  of  the  war  she  went  to  Memphis, 
Tenn.  Affiant  there  changed  her  name  to  Joanna  Washington,  because 
she  there  commenced  to  live  with  a  man  named  George  Washington. 

She  staid  at  Memphis,  Tenn.,  until  the  war  closed.  She  then  came 
to  Arkansas  and  staid  one  year  on  the  Brooks  place,  and  then  went  to 
Red  Fork,  Ark.,  and  staid  four  or  five  years;  worked  while  there  for 
a  man  named  Tom  Hampton  and  then  for  Dr.  King.  Affiant  lived 
with  GeOi-ge  Washington  about  seven  years,  but  was  not  married  to 
him.  Washington  abandoned  affiant  at  Red  Fork.  Affiant  then  came 
to  Argenta,  Ark.,  and  was  there  a  year  before  she  married  Flanders 
Holmes.  Affiant  heard  from  some  one  that  Washington  died  some 
years  ago. 

The  purport  of  the  evidence  as  to  the  relation  between  claimant  and 
George  Washington  is  as  follows: 

Mrs.  Martha  E.  Moore,  of  Pea  Ridge,  Ark.,  by  occupation  a  teacher, 
iostWed  December  17,  1S95,  t\\at  ft\\e  \a  \X\^  VvVcyv  Q.^^x.lLxs!k%^^V^ 
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ved  at  Red  Fork,  Ark.;  remembers  Joanna  Washington,  who  cooked 
>r  her  for  twelve  months,  about  1867  or  1868.  Her  husband,  George 
Tashington,  was  employed  by  Dr.  King  on  his  place  at  Red  Fork  for 

few  months.  Said  Joanna  and  George  Washington  lived  together  as 
iisband  and  wife  and  she  took  his  name.  After  she  left  affiant  she 
ad  George  Washington  engaged  to  work  for  David  Williams,  near 
e<l  Fork,  for  a  year,  but  did  not  stay  a  year.  They  left  this  section 
igether.  Affiant  thinks  that  they  staid  in  this  section  about  three 
*ars. 

Robert  Robinson,  of  Pine  Bluff,  Ark.,  testified  January  18,  1896,  that 
3  knew  George  Washington  and  his  wife,  Joanna  Washington.  Wash- 
igton  and  affiant  made  a  crop  in  Desha  County,  Ark.,  about  two  or 
tree  years  after  the  war.  George  Washington  and  Joanna  Washing- 
»n  lived  together  as  man  and  wife,  and  affiant  knows  that  they  claimed 
kch  other  as  man  and  wife. 

There  is  no  evidence  in  the  case  that  George  Washington  is  dead. 

On  the  6th  of  February,  1867,  a  law  was  enacted  by  the  General 
ssembly  of  Arkansas  providing  that  negroes  and  mulattoes  who  were 
len  cohabiting  as  husband  and  wife,  and  recognizing  that  relation, 
iould  be  deemed  lawfully  niarried. 

The  supreme  court  of  the  State  of  Arkansas  held  in  the  case  of  Scrog- 
ins  r.  The  State  (32  Ark.,  205)  that— 

The  provisions  of  the  act  of  February  6,  1867,  providing  that  negroes  and  mulattoes 
en  cohabiting  as  husband  and  wife,  and  recognizing  that  relation,  should  be  deemed 
wfully  married  from  the  passage  of  the  act,  with  the  rights  and  obligations  appertain- 
g  to  the  marriage  relation,  was  valid,  and  of  its  own  force  created  that  relation  with- 
t  the  necessity  of  a  marriage  ceremony.  Evidence  of  cohabitation  as  husband  and 
fe  at  and  after  the  passage  of  the  act  and  the  admissions  of  the  parties  are  competent 
establish  the  marriage  under  the  act. 

The  applicant  in  this  case  states  that  after  the  close  of  the  war  she 
ent  to  Arkansas  with  George  Washington,  and  they  lived  together 
ere  as  husband  and  wife  for  four  or  five  years.  They  were,  therefore, 
cording  to  her  statement,  living  together  there  on  the  6th  of  Febru- 
y,  1867,  the  date  of  the  passage  by  the  legislature  of  that  State  of  the 
t  relating  to  the  marriage  of  colored  persons.  She  states  that  about 
year  after  Washington  deserte^l  her  she  was  married  to  Flanders 
olmes.  Section  4705  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States  has 
)  application  to  this  case,  as  the  disease  which  caused  the  death  of 
id  Flanders  Holmes  was  not  contracted  in  the  military  service  of  the 
nited  States.  The  validity  of  the  marriage  of  the  parties  must  be 
itermined  by  the  laws  of  Arkansas,  the  State  in  which  they  resided 
the  time  of  the  marriage  and  at  the  time  the  right  to  pension  accrued. 
The  weight  of  the  evidence  is  to  the  effect  that  claimant  and  George 
''ashington  were  living  together  in  Arkansas  as  husband  and  wife, 
d  recognizing  that  relation j  in  February,  l^Cu  ,  ns'\\^\\  W\^\^^  ^\w\\- 


394  DECISIONS   RELATING   TO    PENSIONS. 

ing  that  colored  persons  so  living  should  be  deemed  lawfully  married 
was  enacted  by  the  General  Assembly  of  the  State  of  Arkansas.  If 
such  was  the  case,  and  George  Washington,  her  former  husband,  was 
still  living,  her  marriage  to  Flanders  Holmes  was  illegal. 

The  rejection  of  her  claim  for  pension  is  affirmed  for  the  reason  that 
it  is  not  shown  that  her  marriage  to  Flanders  Holmes  was  legal. 


accrued  pension—pending  claim. 
Briogs  Soper  (deceased). 

Where  aoldier's  claim  was  r^ected  and  notification  of  the  rejection  sent  to  him  aeveo 
months  before  his  death,  and  he  took  no  steps  toward  having  the  same  reopened, 
and  filed  no  appeal,  and  no  mental  disqnalificatlon  for  taking  such  action  is  ebown, 

Held^  that  he  had  reasonable  time  within  which  to  manifest  an  intent  or  desire  to  prose- 
cate  the  claim  farther,  and  having  fiiiled  to  do  so,  he  mnst  be  held  to  have  abto- 
doned  it,  and  it  was,  therefore,  not  a  "pending"  claim  at  the  time  of  his  death 
within  the  meaning  of  section  4718,  Revised  Statutes,  and  the  act  of  March  2, 1895. 

Assistant  Secretary  John    M.    Reynolds  to    the    Commissioner   of  Pensiomj 

Deceinber  22,  1896. 

The  appeal  filed  November  27,  1896,  by  the  widow  of  the  soldier 
above  named  is  hereby  dismissed  for  the  reason  that  as  the  soldier  left 
no  claim  pending  at  the  time  of  his  death  his  widow  has  no  interest 
which  would  entitle  her  to  be  heard. 

The  soldier's  claim  (Certificate  No.  317,065)  was  rejected  December 
12,  1895,  of  which  action  he  was  notified  December  26,  1895.  He  does 
not  appear  to  have  taken  any  steps  to  have  it  reopened,  and  died  on 
the  29th  of  July,  1896.  An  appeal  was  filed  August  17,  1896,  which 
was  dismissed  November  7,  1896,  on  the  ground  that  the  attorney  pre- 
senting the  same  was  not  the  attorney  in  the  claim  to  which  the  appeal 
related,  and  had  not  filed  a  power  of  attorney  for  the  purpose  of  an 
appeal.  The  case  now  comes  up  again  on  an  appeal  signed  by  the 
widow. 

In  the  case  of  John  U.  Jones,  decided  on  appeal  February  23, 1895, 
it  was  held — 

A  soldier's  ^vidow  has  the  right,  nnder  section  4718,  Revised  Statutes,  to  complete  » 
claim  filed  by  him  and  receive  any  accrued  pension  which  may 'become  due  upon  its 
allowance  only  when  it  Is  pending  at  his  death.  The  soldier's  olaim  in  this  case  was 
rejected  nearly  a  year  prior  to  his  death.  He  made  no  efifort  to  reopen  it,  and  it  was  nol 
pending  at  the  time  of  his  death.     The  appeal  should  properly  be  dismissed.    *    *   * 

In  the  case  of  Jacob  Wolhart,  decided  May  23,  1896  (8  P,  D.,  226),  I 
laid  down  the  following  general  rules  in  regard  to  claims  of  deceased 
applicants: 


.  -■ 
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1.  That  where  a  soldier's  claim  for  pension  stands  rejected  at  the  time  of  his  death 
»n  the  ground  that  the  records  of  the  War  Department  show  a  certain  fact  on  which 
blone  such  rejection  is  haaed,  and  he  applied  to  said  Department  for  correction  of  sach 
«oord,  which  ia  snhaeqaentlj  determined  hy  that  Department  to  have  been  erroneons 
kDd  ia  corrected  accordingly,  such  claim  shall  be  considered  as  pending  within  the  mean- 
ng  of  section  4718,  Revised  Statutes,  and  of  the  act  of  March  2,  1895,  although  it  waa 
lever  formaUy  reopened  daring  his  lifetime,  nor  any  application  made  by  him  to  the 
bureau  of  Pensions»to  have  it  reopened. 

2.  That  where  a  soldier's  claim  stands  rejected  at  the  time  of  his  death  on  another 
ban  the  sole  groond  that  the  records  of  the  War  Department  show  a  certain  fact  or 
acts,  and  he  made  no  effort  within  a  reasonable  time  to  reopen  it,  it  shall  be  considered 
M  not  iiending  within  the  meaning  of  section  4718,  Revised  Statutes,  or  of  said  act  of 
darch  2,  1895. 

What  should  he  considered  ^^a  reasonable  time''  depends  somewhat 
ipon  circumstances.  In  this  case  about  seven  months  elapsed  between 
he  rejection  of  the  claim  and  the  soldier's  death,  and  within  that  time 
lo  request  for  a  rehearing  or  new  evidence  was  filed,  and  no  appeal 
aken.  Assuming  that  he  was  not  mentally  disqualified  for  taking 
(uch  action  (of  which  there  is  no  evidence) ,  I  am  constrained  to  hold 
ihat  he  had  reasonable  time  within  which  to  manifest  an  intent  or 
lesire  to  prosecute  the  claim  further,  and  that  having  failed  to  do  so, 
he  claim  was  not  ^'  pending  "  at  the  time  of  his  death. 


reimbursement-fraud  and  mistake-rerating. 

James  M.  Marshall. 

.  It  is  a  well-established  role  of  the  Department  not  to  increase  or  reduce  rates  of  pen- 
sion long  since  allowed  and  accepted  where  the  propriety  of  the  action  appealed 
from  is  a  matter  of  opinion  merely  and  a  manifest  indisputable  error  in  the  rating 
can  not  be  shown. 

!.  Where  pension  was  originally  and  erroneously  allowed  claimant  at  the  rate  for  a  sec- 
ond lieutenant,  and  subsequently  a  reissue  was  made  to  C3rrect  rate  and  error  as  to 
rank,  the  fact  being  that  he  was  at  the  time  the  disability  was  incurred  a  sergeant,  it 
is  proper  to  withhold  the  accruing  pension  to  offset  overpayment  on  account  of  said 
error,  the  same  being  the  result  of  a  mistake  of  fact,  and  not  an  error  of  judgment 
on  the  evidence. 

issistant    Secretary  John   M,    Reynolds    to    the    Commissioner    of  Pensions j 

January  9,  1897, 

By  a  certificate  issued  September  30, 1864,  the  appellant  was  granted 
t  pension  on  account  of  injury  to  back  at  the  rate  of  $11.25  per  month, 
)he  same  being  three- fourths  of  the  "total"  pension  of  a  second  lieuten- 
mt.  The  rate  was  subsequently  increased  to  $15  (second  lieutenant's 
*  total")  from  June  4, 1872,  but  was  reduced  to  $5  per  month  (one-third 
)f  "total")  on  the  biennia]  examination  of  1871,    It  vj^^  \xi^x^ajafc^\*i 
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$7.50  per  month  from  August  25, 1886.  In  1890  it  was  discovered  that 
the  pensioner  was  a  sergeant  and  not  a  second  lieutenant  at  the  time 
he  incurred  the  injury  of  back.  A  reissue  of  his  certificate  was  made 
on  October  20,  1890,  to  correct  the  rates  of  pension  formerly  allowed, 
and  at  the  same  time  an  additional  allowance  was  made  on  account  of 
nearly  total  deafness  of  the  right  ear  resulting  from  an  injury  to  the 
head  incurred  in  the  service.  The  rates  under  this  issue  were  as 
follows : 

Four  dollars  per  month  from  March  15,  1864,  $8  per  month  from 
June  4,  1872,  $2.66f  per  month  from  June  4,  1877,  $4  per  month  from 
August  25,  1886,  $8  per  month  from  June  18,  1888,  $14  per  month 
from  August  27,  1888,  and  $16  per  month  from  June  5,  1889. 

It  was  provided  on  this  issue  that  the  amount  overpaid  to  the  pen- 
sioner by  reason  of  the  mistake  in  regard  to  his  rank  (something  over 
a  thousand  dollars)  should  be  recovered  by  withholding  further  pay- 
ments until  the  accrued  pension  should  equal  said  amount.  The  6um 
required  to  reimburse  the  Government  should  have  accrued  by  this 
time,  but  the  appellant  states,  in  his  appeal  filed  November  20, 1896, 
that  he  has  not  received  a  cent  of  pension  since  October  20,  1890.  It 
is  contended  in  the  appeal  that  the  reduction  of  the  pension  from  $lo 
to  $5  per  month  in  1877  was  erroneous,  and  also  that  a  gross  injustice 
was  done  him  in  rerating  his  pension  in  October,  1890,  and  requiring 
him  to  pay  back  a  part  of  the  pension  already  received. 

The  evidence  of  disability  from  injury  to  the  back  was  wholly  sub- 
jective. No  marks  of  the  alleged  Injurj'  were  found  <ind  no  structural 
changes  of  any  kind  were  described.  The  same  is  true  of  reports  of 
subsequent  examinations  made  June  11,  1872,  September  6,  1872,  8ej>- 
tember  4,  1873,  and  September  10,  1875.  The  ratings  at  these  exami- 
nations were  apparently  based  entirely  upon  the  pensioner's  allegations 
as  to  pain  in  the  back,  difficulty  in  stooping,  inability  to  labor,  etc.  All 
of  these  examinations,  except  the  one  on  September  6,  1872,  were  made 
by  the  same  surgeon.  Dr.  Henry  Brubaker,  of  Somerset,  Pa.  Dr.  Bru- 
baker  having  been  dismissed  as  an  examining  surgeon  on  February  2*2, 
1877,  the  pensioner  on  October  11,  1877,  appeared  before  Dr.  F.  C.  Rol> 
inson,  of  Union  town.  Pa.,  for  his  biennial  examination.  He  was  not 
ordered  before  Dr.  Kobinson,  but  had  a  right  to  go  before  any  surgeon 
he  preferred.  Dr.  Robinson,  after  giving  the  history  of  the  disability, 
as  related  by  the  applicant,  and  describing  his  general  condition  anil 
his  complaints,  said : 

I  have  no  knowledge  excepting  his  statement.  Probably  at  the  time  of  the  fall  be 
may  have  sprained  the  lumbar  muscles  and  fascia,  the  result  of  ivhich  woald  probablv 
be  temporary  lumbago;  but  the  present  alleged  disability  of  which  he  complains,  depend- 
ing, as  it  does,  entirely  upon  his  statement,  is  so  improbable  that  I  am  constraiued 
to  reduce  his  rating  to  one-third  degree  ($5  per  mouth),  hoping  that  if  he  applies  for 
Increase  be  will  be  ordered  before  a  board  ol  ex\u\\\m\\^wxT%«i\». 
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On  March  25,  1878,  he  was  examined  by  another  surgeon,  who 
reported  no  lesion,  but  reported  physical  condition  good. 

He  was  next  sent  before  a  board  of  three  surgeons,  who  examined 
him  on  May  18,  1881,  and  reported  "  no  reason  for  increase." 

Another  board  examined  him  on  August  25, 1886,  and  found  no  phys- 
ical signs  of  injury  or  disability  of  the  back,  but  stated  that  they  had 
no  doubt  he  was  .suffering  from  a  severe  attack  of  lumbago,  and  that 
he  presented  all  the  signs  of  a  debilitated  person.  The  pension  was 
increased  from  the  date  of  their  examination  to  $7.50  per  month.  The 
same  board  examined  him  again  on  June  5,  1889,  and  reported  muscles 
of  the  back  very  rigid  and  tender,  and  that  he  was  very  stiff  and 
stooped,  having  difficulty  in  rising  up  after  sitting  down.  All  the 
other  joints,  muscles,  and  tendons  they  reported  normal.  About  the 
same  conditions  were  disclosed  by  examinations  made  March  16, 1892, 
February  28,  1894,  and  May  6,  1896. 

The  appellant  stated  in  his  original  application  that  he  enlisted  on 
the  18th  of  April,  1861,  as  a  private ;  that  he  was  honorably  discharged 
on  the  14th  of  March,  1864,  and  that  he  sustained  an  injury  of  the  back 
in  the  month  of  December,  1861.  He  was  designated  in  said  applica- 
tion as  ^^  Second  Lieut.  James  M.  Marshall.'' 

A  report  from  the  War  Department  furnished  June  11, 1864,  stated 
that  he  was  enrolled  on  the  1st  day  of  May,  1863,  to  serve  three  years, 
and  mustered  into  service  as  a  second  lieutenant  on  the  same  day,  and 
that  he  was  discharged  by  reason  of  disability  March  14,  1864. 

Evidence  was  filed  September  13,  1864,  showing  that  he  was  injured 
in  the  month  of  December,  1861,  while  carrying  a  log  of  wood,  and 
that  he  was  discharged  in  1864  upon  the  recommendation  of  a  board 
of  surgeons  who  had  examined  him  and  found  him  suffering  from  spinal 
irritation,  rheumatism,  and  anaemia,  the  result  of  an  injury  and  subse- 
quent exposure  while  in  the  service.  The  board  further  stated  that  he 
had  most  probably  been  unable  to  perform  field  service  for  the  last  six 
months. 

Upon  the  evidence  and  allegations  above  stated  and  the  report  of  a 
pension  examining  surgeon  he  was  pensioned  as  a  second  lieutenant 
and  continued  to  be  pensioned  as  of  that  rank  until  1890.  On  July  25, 
1890,  a  full  report  of  his  service  was  obtained  from  the  War  Depart- 
ment, from  which  it  appeared  that  he  was  enrolled  as  a  corporal  July 
21,  1861;  that  in  December,  1861,  he  held  the  rank  of  sergeant,  and 
that  on  April  30,  1863,  he  was  discharged  to  accept  a  promotion  to  sec- 
ond lieutenant  of  the  same  company.  Thereupon  a  reissue  of  his  pen- 
sion certificate  was  made  to  reduce  his  pension  and  rerate  him  as  a 
noncommissioned  officer,  and  it  was  ordered  that  the  amount  overpaid 
should  be  recovered  by  withholding  his  current  pension. 

So  far  as  the  reduction  of  the  pension  in  1877  is  concerned^  I  find  uo 
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ground  for  disturbing  the  action  of  the  Pension  Bureau,  it  being  a  well-  ^' 
established  rule  of  the  Department  not  to  increase  or  reduce  rates  of 
pension  long  since  allowed  and  accepted,  where  the  propriety  of  the 
action  appealed  from  is  a  matter  of  opinion  merely  and  a  mftnifest 
indisputable  error  in  the  rating  can  not  be  shown.  From  the  very  t 
nature  of  the  appellant's  case  there  must  have  been  differences  of  opin- 
ion among  the  surgeons  who  examined  him  from  time  to  time  as  to  the 
degree  of  his  disability,  and  the  Department  can  not  undertake  at  this 
late  day  to  decide  whether  it  was  at  any  time  either  underestimated  or 
overestimated. 

In  regard  to  the  rerating  in  1890  and  the  withholding  of  appellant's 
pension  in  order  to  recover  amounts  held  to  have  been  erroneously 
paid,  the  only  question  to  be  considered  is  whether  the  erroneous  pay- 
ment was  due  to  a  mistake  of  fact  or  to  a  misconstruction  of  the  law. 

There  is  no  dispute  as  to  what  the  actual  fact  was,  viz,  that  he  was 
a  noncommissioned  officer  and  not  a  second  lieutenant  at  the  time  the 
injury  of  back  was  incurred ;  but  this  fact  may  have  been  overlooked 
at  the  time  the  claim  was  adjudicated.  The  report  from  the  War 
Department  was  somewhat  misleading,  inasmuch  as  it  stated  that  the 
claimant  was  " enrolled  "  *  *  *  ''and  mustered  into  service  as  a 
second  lieutenant."  If  the  adjudicating  officers  were  misled  by  that 
report  and  fixed  the  rate  of  his  pension  under  the  impression  that  he 
held  the  rank  of  second  lieutenant  during  his  entire  service  (notwith- 
standing his  statement  to  the  contrary  in  his  application),  then  there 
was  a  "mistake  of  fact,"  and  the  Bureau  had  a  right  to  recover  the 
amount  erroneously  paid  by  withholding  accruing  pension.  (See  opin- 
ion of  Assistant  Attorney-General,  6  P.  D.,  29.) 

On  the  other  hand,  if  the  erroneous  payment  resulted  from  a  mis- 
construction of  the  law,  then  the  amount  erroneously  paid  can  not  be 
recovered.     (lb.) 

The  law  now  declares  very  explicitly  that — 

Every  oommiBsioDed  officer  of  the  Army,  Navy,  or  Marine  Corps  shall  receive  sach 
and  only  such  x)ension  as  is  provided  *  *  *  for  the  rank  he  held  at  the  time  be 
received  the  injury  or  contracted  the  disease  which  resulted  in  the  disabilily  on  aoooaot 
of  which  he  may  be  entitled  to  a  pension.     (Sec.  4696,  Bev.  Stat.) 

If  the  law  had  been  equally  explicit  at  the  time  this  claim  was  adju- 
dicated, there  would  have  been  no  room  for  construction  or  miscon- 
struction ;  but  the  above  provision  was  not  embodied  in  the  law  in 
express  terms  until  March  3,  1873.  The  act  of  July  14,  1862,  under 
which  this  claim  was  adjudicated  provided  as  follows : 

Be  it  enacted,  etc..  That  if  any  officer,  noncommissioned  officer,  musician,  or  pri- 
vate *  *  *  has  heen  since  the  fourth  day  of  March,  eighteen  hundred  and  sixty- 
one,  or  shall  hereafter  be,  disabled  by  reason  of  any  wound  received  or  disease  contracted 
while  in  the  service  of  the  United  States  and  in  the  line  of  duty  he  shall,  upon  making 
dae  proof  ot  the  fact,    *    *    *    be  placeA  xipoxi  VYx^  VvaX*  <A  Vk^^\^  \eQ9Btfyci^T%  \^>^ 
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United  States  and  be  entitled  to  receive  for  the  highest  rate  of  disability  snch  pension 
s  is  hereinafter  provided  in  suoh  caseSi  and  for  an  inferior  disability,  an  amount  pro- 
ortionate  to  the  highest  disability,  to  commence  as  hereinafter  provided  and  continue 
nring  the  existence  of  snch  disability.  The  pension  for  a  total  disability  for  officers, 
onoommissioned  officers,  mnsicians,  and  privates  employed  in  the  military  service  of 
le  United  States  *  *  *  shall  be  as  follows,  *  *  *  and  all  commissioned  offi- 
sn  of  either  service  shall  receive  such  and  only  such  pension  as  is  herein  provided  for 
le  rank  in  which  they  hold  commissions. 

The  law  was  somewhat  ambiguous,  in  that  it  failed  to  state  whether 
he  "rank''  by  which  the  rate  of  pension  was  to  be  determined  meant 
he  rank  held  at  the  time  the  disability  originated  or  the  rank  held 
t  the  time  of  discharge.  Either  construction  might  have  been  adopted 
rithout  doing  violence  to  the  language  of  the  statute.  If  the  appellant 
ras  allowed  a  second  lieutenant's  pension  with  a  full  understanding  of 
he  facts,  but  upon  the  view  that  the  rate  was  governed  by  the  rank  in 
rhich  he  held  a  commission  at  the  time  of  dischai^e,  then  the  allow- 
.nce  was  the  result  of  interpretation  of  law  and  the  payments  can  not 
>e  recovered.  I  can  not  find,  however,  that  the  law  has  ever  been  so 
nterpreted,  either  in  your  Bureau  or  by  the  Department.  Secretary 
larlan  held  as  early  as  July  20,  1865,  in  the  case  of  A.  C.  Beinoehl, 
hat  rates  of  pension  are  governed  by  the  rank  held  at  the  time  the 
lidability  was  contracted.  (Digest  of  Laws  and  Decisions,  ed.  1885, 
>.  390.)  That  decision  was  an  affirmation  of  the  action  of  the  Bureau, 
rom  which  we  must  infer  that  the  practice  of  the  Bureau  prior  to  that 
ime  was  to  fix  the  rate  of  pension  according  to  the  rank  held  by  the 
ipplieant  at  the  time  the  disability  originated.  That  practice  was  in 
iccordance  with  anterebellion  pension  legislation,  and  with  good  rea- 
(ou.  The  change  in  the  language  of  the  law  in  the  act  of  March  3, 
1873  (which  was  an  act  to  revise,  consolidate,  and  amend  the  laws 
'elating  to  pensions),  seems  to  have  been  designed  not  to  alter  the  law, 
>ut  to  make  its  meaning  more  clear. 

After  careful  consideration,  I  am  constrained  to  hold  that  the  action 
>en8ioning  the  appellant  as  a  second  lieutenant  was  due  to  a  mistake 
)f  fact  and  not  to  an  error  of  judgment  as  to  the  meaning  of  the  law. 
STou  were,  therefore,  justified  in  withholding  accruing  pension  for  the 
>urpose  of  securing  reimbursement  to  the  Government  for  the  amount 
)verpaid,  and  your  action  in  that  respect  is  affirmed. 

You  are  respectfully  requested  to  ascertain  whether  a  sufficient 
amount  for  that  purpose  has  already  accrued;  and,  if  so,  direct  the 
esomption  of  payment. 
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guardian-payment  of  pension-habitual  drunkabd. 

Edward  W.  Moore. 

Payment  of  pension  to  the  guardian  of  a  person  under  legal  disability  is  not  obligatey, 
and  if  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  shall  become  satisfied  that  the  pensioDcr's 
interests  would  be  better  subserved  by  payment  to  the  pensioner  himself  he  nuy 
so  direct. 

Assistant   Secretary    John    M,    Reynolds   to    the  Commissioner    of  Pensiom, 

January  16  y  1897. 


f 
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Edward  W.  Moore,  formerly  a  soldier  in  the  United  States  service, 
was  granted  an  invalid  pension  in  1874,  at  the  rate  of  $8  per  month, 
which  was  subsequently  increased  from  time  to  time  until  it  reached 
the  amount  of  $30  per  month,  at  which  rate  it  is  now  being  paid.  In 
the  early  part  of  1896  papers  were  filed  showing  that  on  April  8, 1895, 
the  probate  court  of  Trumbull  County,  Ohio,  appointed  one  M.  S.  Clapp, 
of  Warren,  Ohio,  guardian  of  the  pensioner,  who  was  declared  to  be 
an  imbecile.  The  letters  of  guardianship  were  forwarded  to  the  pen- 
sion agent,  who  has  since  paid  the  pension  to  the  guardian. 

On  June  8,  1896,  Mr.  Charles  Freer,  of  Warren,  Ohio,  filed  a  power 
of  attorney  from  the  pensioner  for  the  purpose  of  prosecuting  a  claim 
before  the  Pension  Bureau  to  have  the  guardian  removed  or  ignored 
and  the  pension  paid  directly  to  the  pensioner. 

Mr.  Freer  states  that  the.  records  of  the  probate  court  show  that  the 
pensioner  was  placed  under  guardianship  on  the  ground  that  he  was  an 
habitual  drunkard,  which  he  says  is  not  true,  and  asserts  his  readiness 
to  show  "by  undoubted  evidence"  that  the  pensioner  is  neither  an 
habitual  drunkard  nor  an  imbecile,  but  is  entirely  capable  of  attending 
to  his  business  affairs.  He  charges  that  the  appointment  of  the  guard-  | 
ian  was  the  result  of  a  conspiracy  to  which  the  pensioner's  wife  and  a 
local  political  ring  before  the  probate  court  were  parties. 

Your  Bureau  has  refused  to  ignore  the  guardian  in  the  payment  of 
the  pension  or  to  investigate  or  consider  evidence  in  regard  to  the  cir- 
cumstances of  his  appointment,  taking  the  ground  that  you  are  com- 
pelled to  recognize  the  acts  of  probate  courts  in  the  appointment  of  | 
guardians,  and  that  the  pensioner's  only  remedy,  if  he  has  been  dealt 
with  unjustly,  is  in  the  local  courts.  From  that  decision  an  appeal  was 
taken  by  Mr,  Freer  on  October  15,  1896,  in  which  he  says: 

The  probate  courts  of  this  State  have  unfortunately  nearly  final  jariadiction  in  sQcb 
cases.  This  particular  judge  has  so  far  refused  to  do  anythmg.  The  soldier  in  queslioD 
has  an  excellent  four  years'  record  as  a  soldier;  is  a  pensioner  of  the  TJnited  States  at 
$30  per  month,  and  is  a  physical  wreck.  Mentally  and  morally  he  la  all  right,  which 
I  am  ready  and  anxious  to  show.  The  number  of  cases  of  this  character  is  becoming 
alarmingly  frequent.  Cases  where  scheming  relations  or  others  by  their  aots  throogii 
the  aasiatance  ot  inferior  courts  are  deteeAini^  \S[i^  \Ti\AiiVvyD&  oi^  ^^«r^  %<^Ti«caiia  Gonoh 
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luent.     It  does  seem  strange  to  me  that  your  Department  can  not  protect  its  own  in  the 
full  ei^oyment  of  what  it  gives  them. 

I  am  unable  to  agree  with  the  view  taken  by  your  Bureau  of  its  pow- 
ers  and  responsibilities  in  a  case  of  this  kind.  Pensioners  are,  in  a 
oertain  sense,  the  wards  of  the  nation.  The  care  which  Congress  has 
taken  to  secure  to  them  the  full  use  and  benefit  of  their  pensions  and 
tjo  protect  them  agaiust  unscrupulous  and  designing  persons  is  one  of 
t:he  most  striking  features  of  our  pension  legislation.  Section  4747, 
Revised  Statutes,  provides  that — 

No  money  due,  or  to  become  due,  to  any  pensioner  shall  be  liable  to  attachment,  levy, 
or  seizure  by  or  under  any  legal  or  equitable  process  whatever,  whether  the  same  remains 
vith  the  Pension  Office  or  any  officer  or  agent  thereof,  or  is  in  course  of  transmission  to 
the  pensioner  entitled  thereto,  but  shall  inure  wholly  to  the  benefit  of  such  pensioner. 

Section  4766  declares  that  no  pension  shall  be  paid  to  any  person 
other  than  the  pensioner  entitled  thereto;  but  it  is  provided  that  pay- 
ment to  persons  under  legal  disabilities  may  be  made  to  the  guardians 
of  such  persons.  Further  exceptions  were  made  by  the  act  of  August 
8,  1882.  It  will  be  observed  that,  even  in  the  excepted  classes  of 
cases,  payment  to  the  guardian  or  person  other  than  the  beneficiary  is 
not  made  obligatory,  but  is  discretionary  with  the  Commissioner,  the 
obvious  intent  being  not  to  make  any  hard  and  fast  rule  which  might 
prevent  the  pension  from  inuring  to  the  benefit  of  the  pensioner. 

Not  content  to  trust  the  rights  of  pensioners  under  guardianship  to 
the  local  laws  governing  the  relations  of  guardians  and  their  wards. 
Congress  has  enacted  statutes  providing  special  penalties  for  guardians 
who  embezzle  the  pension  of  their  wards  or  fraudulently  convert  the 
same  to  their  own  use.  (See  sees.  4783  and  5486,  Rev.  Stat.,  and  act 
of  February  10,  1891.) 

We  see,  therefore,  that  the  watchful  care  of  the  Government  with 
respect  to  pensions  does  not  cease  upon  payment  of  the  pension  money 
to  the  person  designated  by  the  State  courts  as  guardian,  but  follows 
it  into  the  hands  of  such  guardian  and  provides  safeguards  against  its 
misappropriation. 

In  United  States  v.  Hall  (98  U.  S.,  343)  the  Supreme  Court  used  the 
following  language: 

Power  to  protect  the  fund  (pension)  from  misappropriation,  fraud,  and  unauthorized 
conversion  to  the  use  of  another,  and  to  secure  its  safe  and  unimpaired  transmission  to 
the  beneficiary  has  been  claimed  and  exercised  through  the  whole  perio<l  since  Congress 
under  the  Constitution  commenced  to  grant  such  bounties.  *  *  ♦  The  United  States, 
as  the  donors  of  the  pensions,  may,  through  the  legislative  department  of  the  Govern- 
ment, annex  such  conditions  to  the  donation  as  they  see  fit  to  insure  its  transmis^^ioii 
unimpaired  to  the  beneficiary.  The  guardian,  no  more  than  the  agent  or  attorney  ( t 
the  pensioner,  is  oblige<l  by  the  laws  i>t  Congress  to  receive  the  fan<l;  but  if  he  does  he 
must  accept  it  subject  to  the  annexed  c  inditions.  The  word  "guardian,''  as  «.se<l  in  the 
acts  of  Congress,  is  merely  the  designation  of  the  person  to  whom  the  money  granted  m;ty 
p.   D. VOL.   S 26 
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be  paid  for  the  uae  and  benefit  of  the  pensioners.  The  fund  proceeds  from  the  United  I 
States,  and  inasmuch  as  the  donation  is  a  voluntary  gift,  the  Congress  may  pass  U^  | 
for  its  protection,  certainly  until  it  passes  into  the  hands  of  the  beneficiary.  . 

A  State  court  may  determine  the  domestic  status  of  a  pensioner  resi-  ' 
dent  within  such  State,  but  it  has  no  power  to  direct  the  disposal  of  hig 
pension.  When  pension  is  paid  to  a  guardian  in  any  case  it  is  solely 
by  virtue  of  Federal  statutes  authorizing  such  payment  with  a  view  to 
securing  the  best  interests  of  the  pensioner.  The  same  considerations  \ 
of  the  pensioner's  interests,  which ^  in  the  vast  majority  of  cases  of  per-  { 
sons  under  legal  disabilities,  would  lead  your  Bureau  to  avail  it^^elf  of 
the  permissive  authority  given  it  to  pay  to  the  duly  appointed  guardian,  » 
may,  in  some  exceptional  cases,  require  that  the  guardian  be  ignored  I 
and  payment  made  to  the  pensioner  himself.  I  think  there  can  be  no  ? 
question  as  to  your  right  to  pay  the  pension  direct  to  the  pensioner, 
whenever,  in  your  judgment,  such  payment  would  be  for  his  best  inter- 
ests. I  am  of  the  opinion,  therefore,  that  your  Refusal  in  this  instance 
to  entertain  any  complaint  or  motion  by  the  appellant  looking  to  a 
change  in  the  manner  of  paying  the  pension  was  erroneous.  You  are 
respectfully  directed  to  permit  him  to  file  the  evidence  tendered,  and 
if  the  same  shall,  prima  facie,  substantiate  his  allegations  make  an 
investigation  through  a  special  examiner  to  determine  whether  or  not 
the  present  arrangement  is  beneficial  to  the  pensioner.  If  it  is  not,  then 
it  will  be  the  duty  of  your  Bureau  to  make,  or  cause  to  be  made,  such 
a  change  as  will  best  secure  to  him  the  proper  enjoyment  of  the  Gov- 
ernment's bounty. 


MARRIAGE  OF  SLAVES-SECTION  4708,  REVISED  STATUTES-I-EGITI- 

MACY. 

Minor  of  David  Rankin. 

The  child  of  a  colored  soldier  by  a  woman  who  was  not  living  with  him  as  his  wife  at 
the  date  of  his  enlistment,  said  soldier  having  died  in  the  service,  is  not  pension- 
able as  a  minor  child  of  said  soldier  under  the  provisions  of  section  4705,  Kevised 
Statutes,  United  States 

Api)eal  of  minors  of  William  Toller  (7  P.  D.,  545)  reaffirming  ruling  on  appeal  of 
minors  of  Peter  Williams  (2  P.  D.,  38:5). 

Assistant   Secretary   John    M.    Reynolds    to    the    Commissioner    of  PetmoM, 

January  9,  1897, 

This  appellant  filed  in  your  Bureau,  on  August  14,  1885,  an  applica- 
tion for  pension  under  the  provisions  of  the  general  law  as  a  minor 
child  of  said  deceased  soldier,  alleging  therein  the  death  of  the  soldier 
in  the  service  and  in  line  of  duty  on  January  27,  1866,  the  remarriage 
of  her  mother,  the  widow  ot  said  ^o\d\e;T^  ^tlA.  \\i^\i  ^V  VJsi^  ^^\i^  ^^^  Vhft 
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^eath  of  the  soldier  and  the  remarriage  of  her  mother  she  was  under 
the  age  of  sixteen  years,  which  was  rejected  on  October  19,  1896,  upon 
the  ground  that  the  evidence  failed  to  show  that  the  soldier  and  the 
mother  of  appellant  were  married  and  living  together  as  man  and  wife 
at  the  date  of  his  enlistment,  or  to  establish  the  date  of  the  birth  of 
the  appellant. 

From  said  action  an  appeal  was  taken  on  November  16,  1896. 

The  official  record  of  the  soldier's  military  service  shows  that  he 
died  upon  the  date  alleged  during  his  service  and  in  line  of  duty  in 
hospital.  The  evidence  originally  filed  in  support  of  this  claim  appears 
to  have  completely  broken  down  on  nearly  every  material  point  in  the 
case  on  special  examination,  and  it  might  well  have  been  rejected  upon 
several  grounds  other  than  those  stated.  The  date  of  this  appellant's 
birth  is  not  established,  and  it  is  evident  that  no  more  definite  infor- 
mation on  that  point  can  be  obtained,  the  only  thing  certainly  shown 
by  the  evidence  with  regard  thereto  being  that  she  was  undoubtedly 
born  some  years  prior  to  1856,  the  year  in  which  her  birth  is  alleged. 
The  death  of  the  mother  of  appellant  is  not  proved  by  any  evidence 
whatever,  and  her  remarriage  in  1867,  as  alleged,  is  not  established  by 
any  reliable  or  competent  evidence.  If  the  mother  is  still  living,  and 
there  is  no  proof  that  she  is  not,  and  it  be  conceded  that  she  remarried 
in  1867,  as  contended,  she  would  be  entitled  under  the  law,  if  it  could 
be  established  that  she  was  the  lawful  widow  of  the  soldier,  to  pension 
as  such  up  to  the  date  of  such  remarriage  to  the  exclusion  of  this  appel- 
lant, which  would  consume  nearly  all  the  pension  contended  for  in  this 
claim. 

The  testimony  relative  to  the  identity  of  this  appellant  with  the  child 
of  the  soldier  is,  also,  exceedingly  indefinite  and  unsatisfactory. 

Conceding,  however,  that  she  is  the  child  of  the  soldier  the  facts 
established  by  the  evidence  are,  substantially  as  follows : 

The  soldier  and  the  mother  of  appellant  were  married  according  to 
the  custom  of  slaves  in  the  State  of  Tennessee  sometime  during  the 
years  1852  or  1853,  and  lived  together  as  man  and  wife,  and  were 
recognized  as  such  until  some  years  prior  to  the  beginning  of  the  war 
of  the  rebellion  and  the  enlistment  of  the  soldier,  when  they  were  sep- 
arated and  never  lived  together  again.  The  exact  date  of  this  separa- 
tion is  not  definitely  shown,  but  it  was  at  least  four  or  five  years  prior 
to  the  soldier's  enlistment,  and  at  that  date  they  had  ceased  to  regard 
each  other  as  man  and  wife,  or  to  be  so  regarded  by  others,  and  appel- 
lant's mother  had  *^  taken  up  "  with  another  man  with  whom  she  was 
then  living  as  his  wife.  The  soldier  and  appellant's  mother  being  col- 
ored persons,  the  legality  of  their  marriage  and  the  legitimacy  of  the 
appellant  must  be  established,  for  pensionable  purposes,  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  section  4705,  Revised  Statutes.  C,o\i^^'6&\ia>N\sv^ 
bj-  said  section  legislated  and  provided  wliat  prooi  ^^XV  Xi'^  tv^q^yc^^ 
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to  establish  a  marriage  between  colored  soldiers  who  enlisted  prior  to 
March  3,  1873,  and  colored  women,  and  that  the  children  of  such  a 
marriage  '^  so  proved  *'  shall  be  accepted  in  the  administration  of  the 
pension  laws  as  the  lawful  children  of  such  soldiers,  it  follows  that 
the  pensionable  status  of  this  appellant  as  a  minor  child  of  said  soldier 
must  be  established  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  and  conditions 
of  said  section  4705,  without  reference  to  and  entirely  independent  of 
any  State  law  or  local  legislation  affecting  the  domestic  status  and  legal 
rights  of  said  parties.  Said  section,  as  a  matter  of  course,  does  not  and 
could  not  affect  the  legal  status  of  said  parties  under  the  law  of  the 
place  of  their  residence,  but  merely  determines  who  will  be  accepted 
by  the  Government  as  the  widow  or  minor  child  of  such  colored  soldier 
to  whom  pension  shall  be  paid. 

Therefore,  the  contention  and  discussion  in  this  appeal  relative  to  the 
effect  of  the  statutes  and  decisions  of  the  courts  of  the  State  of  Ten- 
nessee upon  the  validity  and  legality  of  a  slave  marriage,  and  the 
legitimacy  of  the  children  of  such  a  marriage  in  that  State  is  wholly 
immaterial  and  has  no  bearing  whatever  upon  the  question  to  be 
decided  in  this  case.  If  the  union  formed  between  the  deceased  soldier 
and  the  mother  of  appellant  was  such  as  to  conform  to  the  conditions 
required  by  said  section  4705,  and  appellant  be  shown  to  be  the  fruit 
of  that  union,  then  she  would  occupy  a  pensionable  status  as  a  minor 
cliild  of  said  soldier,  entirely  irrespective  of  the  fact  whether  she  was 
or  was  not  his  legitimate  child  under  the  laws  of  Tennessee,  and  the 
only  question  to  be  decided  is  whether  said  union  did  or  did  not  fulfill 
the  conditions  of  said  section.  One  of  the  express  conditions  of  said 
section  is  that,  in  case  the  soldier  died  in  the  service,  the  parties  should 
have  continued  to  live  together  as  man  and  wife  up  to  the  date  of  the 
soldier's  enlistment,  or  else  the  widow  would  not  be  entitled  to  receive 
the  pension  provided  by  law,  nor  could  the  child  bom  of  such  union  be 
deemed  and  held  to  be  the  lawful  child  of  the  soldier.  In  deciding 
the  appeal  of  the  minors  of  William  Toller  (7  P.  D.  545),  this  Depart- 
ment held,  citing  and  reaffirming  the  ruling  on  the  appeal  of  the  chil- 
dren of  Peter  Williams  (2  P.  D.  383),  that: 

The  cliildren  of  a  colored  soldier  by  a  woman  who  was  not  living  with  him  as  his 
wife  at  the  date  of  his  enlistment  or  death  are  not  pendionable  under  section  4705), 
Revised  Statutes. 

It  is  indisputably  established  in  this  case  that  the  parents  of  this 
appellant  had  ceased  to  live  together  or  to  recognize  each  other  as  man 
and  wife  for  some  years  prior  to  the  soldier's  enlistment,  and  that  at 
that  date  the  mother  was  living  with  another  man  as  her  husband,  and, 
therefore,  the  conditions  of  the  statute  not  having  been  complied  with, 
this  appellant  can  not  be  held  entitled  to  pension  under  said  section  as 
a  minor  child  of  said  Bo\d\ev,  au(V  VW  t^^^cWox^.  Q>^\i%.x:  Ovsjcas^>s^^<3i<K 
bureau  for  that  reason  was  not  erroT,  aw(l  \9»  ^«vrm^^  ^«i«^^w^. 
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DISABILITY-COMMENXEMENT-ACT  JUNE  «7,  1890-PRACTICE. 

AXDREW   J.    DeISING, 

1.  It  is  not  a  disability  bnt  a  peDsionable  disability  that  governs  the  date  of  commence- 
ment of  pension  under  the  net  of  March  6,  1896. 

H.  Rule  6  of  the  second  division  of  Kales  of  Practice  in  Pension  Cases  applies  only  when 
the  appeal  goes  to  the  question,  directly  or  collaterally,  as  to  what  rate,  statutory 
or  otherwise,  shall  be  allowed,  and  not  where  the  contention  of  the  appeal  is  merely 
that  iiension  should  commence  from  a  date  prior  to  the  allowance  made. 

Asgiitant   Secretary   John   M,    Beynolds   to   the    Commidsioner   of  Pensians, 

January  9,  1897. 

This  is  an  appeal  filed  December  2, 1896,  alleging  error  in  law  as  to  the 
date  of  commencement  of  pension,  same  having  been  allowed  Novem- 
ber 3,  1896,  under  a  claim  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  declaration 
having  been  filed  June  4,  1896.  Claimant  filed  his  original  declara- 
tion September  5, 1890,  which  was  rejected  July  29,  1893,  on  account  of 
no  ratable  disability,  and  he  now  invokes  the  act  of  March  6,  1896, 
stating  in  his  appeal  that 

the  testimony  I  have  filed  in  support  of  my  claim  shows  that  the  disability  existed  at  the 
time  of  originally  filing  my  claim,  September  4,  1890. 

The  Board  of  Review  contends  that  this  appeal  should  be  dismissed 
under  rule  6  (second  division  of  Rules  of  Practice  in  Pension  Cases), 
stating  that  claimant  has  not  presented  his  contention  to  the  Commis- 
sioner of  Pensions,  and  that  as  the  amount  of  pension  is  concerned  said 
rule  6  is  believed  to  apply.  I  am,  however,  of  the  opinion  that  the 
contention  is  not  well  taken.  Said  rule  does  not  go  to  the  amount  of 
pension,  but  to  the  rate.  Nearly  every  appeal  goes,  in  some  form  or 
other,  to  the  amount  of  pension,  and  if  we  should  read  into  the  rule 
the  word  amount,  in  lieu  of  the  word  rate,  practically  all  contentions 
would  have  to  be  made,  in  the  first  instance,  to  the  Commissioner  of 
Pensions  before  the  right  of  appeal  would  lie. 

In  the  adjudication  of  pension  claims  three  general  issues  arise  at  the 
outset  in  every  case:  First,  is  claimant  entitled  to  a  pension?  Second, 
at  what  date  shall  said  pension  commence?  And  third,  what  rate  shall 
claimant  be  allowed?  The  first  two  issues  are  of  law,  but  the  last  is 
(outside  of  statutory  ratings)  a  question  of  judgment  on  the  evidence. 
Rule  6  goes  wholly  to  this  last  question,  and  it  has  been  deemed  wise, 
when  claimant  takes  issue  upon  this  point,  that  his  contention  shall  be 
primarily  made  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions,  as  clerical  errors  and 
mistakes  of  that  character,  as  well  as  certain  possible  errors  of  judg- 
ment on  the  evidence,  can  thereby  be  corrected,  thus  saving  loss  of 
time  and  labor  in  the  matter  of  review  by  the  Secretary.  In  the  case 
at  bar  there  ie  no  issue  raised  as  to  rate,  either  d\recl\y  ot  mfeT%\iJONa^>i\ 
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it  is  an  appeal  alleging  error  at  law — in  other  words,  it  is  a  contentioD 
that,  upon  the  evidence  filed,  the  law  says  that  the  pension  shall  com- 
mence at  a  certain  time.  There  is  no  chance  in  the  point  raised  by  this 
appeal  that  an  error  of  judgment  or  conclusion  on  the  evidence  has 
been  committed ;  it  is  but  an  allegation  on  the  part  of  the  claimant 
that  the  finding  of  law,  not  of  fact,  is  against  the  statute.  I  think  it 
may  be  safely  stated,  as  a  general  proposition,  that  rule  6  only  applies 
when  the  appeal  goes  to  the  question  directly,  or  collaterally,  as  to  what 
rate,  statutory  or  otherwise,  shall  be  allowed.  The  appeal  in  the  case 
under  consideration,  not  going  to  this  question,  it  should  be  considered 
as  not  within  rule  6. 

Claimant  bases  his  contention  upon  the  fact  that  he  filed  testimony 
under  his  prior  application,  showing  that  a  disability  existed  at  that 
time.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  claimant  did  not  file  any  testimony,  outside 
of  his  mere  allegations,  showing  any  disability  at  the  time.  The  exam- 
ining surgeons,  however,  reported  after  examination  under  his  first 
application  that  there  was  crepitation  and  stifihess  in  his  left  shoulder 
joint,  and  it  was  concluded,  and  properly  so,  that  claimant  was  not  dis- 
abled in  a  pensionable  degree.  The  act  of  March  G,  1896,  provides  that 
a  pension  shall  date  from  the  filing  of  the  first  application,  providing 
that,  not  a  disability,  but  a  pensionable  disability  is  shown  to  have 
existed  at  the  date  of  filing  of  the  first  application.  It  has  beent-hown 
that  claimant  did  not  show  a  pensionable  disability  at  the  date  of  the 
filing  of  his  first  declaration,  and  his  contention  is  therefore  overthrown 
by  the  express  terms  of  the  statute  he  invokes. 

The  action  appealed  from  is  affirmed. 


fee— reimbursement  from  accrued  pensiox— ixtestate. 

Laurence  H.  Davis  (deceased). 

As  the  only  fee  provided  by  law  is  to  be  deducted  from  the  pension,  it  follows  thst  when 
payment  of  accrued  pension  is  expressly  limited  to  the  defrayal  of  the  expenses  of  a 
pensioner's  last  illness  and  burial  there  is  no  fund  from  which  the  payment  of  a  f« 
can  be  made. 

Assidant  Secretary   John   M,    Reynolds   to    the    Comwiissioner    of    Penmhf. 

January  10  ^  1897, 

Mrs.  C.  A.  David,  administratrix  of  the  estate  of  C.  J.  James,  deceased, 
late  of  Vicksburg,  Miss.,  October  31, 1896,  appealed  in  the  matter  of  fee 
on  the  issue  of  August  20,  1892,  in  the  claim  under  the  act  of  June  27, 
1890,  of  Laurence  H.  Davis. 

TJie  appellant's  intestate  was  t\\e  aUovu^^-  of  record,  and  completed 
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the  case,  which  was  allowed.  However,  the  soldier  died,  leaving  no 
widow  or  minor  child  surviving  him. 

No  other  payment  of  pension  was  made  except  to  reimburse  the  per- 
son who  bore  the  expenses  of  the  soldier's  last  sickness  and  burial. 

Section  4718,  Revised  Statutes,  provides  that  in  case  no  widow  or 
minor  child  survive  the  pensioner,  or  any  person  entitled  to  a  pension 
having  an  application  therefor  pending — 

*  *  *  no  payment  whatsoever  of  the  accrued  pension  shall  be  made  except  so  much 
as  may  be  necessary  to  reimburse  the  person  who  bore  the  expenses  of  the  last  sickness 
and  burial  of  the  decedent  in  cases  where  he  did  not  have  safficient  assets  to  meet  such 
expenses. 

The  provisions  of  said  section  were  reenacted  in  act  of  Ck)ngresS 
approved  March  2,  1895. 

A  fee  was  denied  the  attorney  of  record  on  the  ground  that  there  was 
no  fund  from  which  payment  of  a  fee  can  be  made. 

The  question  at  issue  was  recently  before  the  Department  in  Abbott's 
case,  decided  May  4,  1895  (22  Fee  P.  L.  Bk.,  75).  It  was  there  held 
that— 

as  the  only  fee  provided  by  law  is  to  be  deducted  from  the  pension,  it  follows  that  when 
payment  of  accraed  pension  is  expressly  limited  to  the  defrayal  of  the  expenses  of  the 
pensioner's  last  illness  and  burial  there  is  no  fund  from  which  the  payment  of  a  fee  can 
be  made. 

The  foregoing  rule  was  approved  by  the  Department  in  the  cases  of 
Joseph  Pendleton,  decided  June  14,  1895  (22  Fee  P.  L.  Bk.,  347);  Wil- 
liam J.  Mazeham,  decided  February  8,  1896  (24  Fee  P.  L.  Bk.,  488); 
Patrick  Bobbins,  decided  August  22,  1896  (26  Fee  P.  L.  Bk.,  430),  and 
David  Beckett,  decided  August  22,  1896  (26  Fee  P.  L.,  432). 

As  the  action  of  the  Bureau  is  in  accordance  with  the  decision  of  the 
Department,  it  is  affirmed. 


decl.aratioxs-insaxe  minor-commencement  of  pension. 

Minor  of  George  W.  Good. 

A  declaration  nnder  section  3  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  on  behalf  of  an  alleged 
helpless  child  (at  present  a  copensioner  Avith  other  minors)  for  continuance  of  pen- 
sion to  an  insane,  idiotic,  or  otherwise  permanently  helpless  minor,  filed  prior  to 
the  period  when  such  minor  shall  have  attained  the  aije  of  sixteen  3' ears,  will  not 
be  considered  nor  the  claim  adjudicated  until  such  alleged  helpless  chikl  becomes 
sixteen  years  of  age-  and  iu  the  event  such  continuance  of  jx-Mision  sliall  be  granted 
by  reason  of  permanent  helplessness  the  same  will  commence  (.n  the  day  followinj^ 
the  termination  of  the  minoi's  pension  previously  granted. 

Under  act  of  June  27,  1)^90,  all  ponsioiis  ccmmience  from  date  of  filing  claim.  Minors 
deriving  their  original  title  from  death  of  the  parent  and  secondary  or  dependent 
title  from  death  or  remarriage  of  the  widow  are  bound  by  the  same  rule,  and  can 
receive  pension  under  this  act  only  from  date  of  fiWng  c\a\w\  W\txtlQt. 
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Assistant  Secretary   John   M,    Reynolds   to    the    Commissioner   of  Pen«ow, 

January  16,  1897, 

MaliBsa  Good,  now  Burch,  formerly  widow  of  George  W.  Good,  pri- 
vate Company  I,  Thirty-fourth  Regiment,  Illinois  Volunteer  Infantry, 
was  pensioned  October  16,  1893,  by  certificate  No.  384,473,  under  act 
of  June  27,  1890,  at  S8  per  month  and  $2  additional  per  month  for  the 
four  minors  Joseph,  Erwin,  Granville,  and  Iva,  commencing  October  8, 
1891,  and  ending  May  29,  1893,  date  of  remarriage. 

Tlie  four  minors  named  were  pensioned  August  12,  1896,  by  certifi- 
cate No.  429,455,  under  act  of  June  27,  1890,  at  S8  per  month  and  $2 
Additional  per  month  for  each  until  arriving  at  the  age  of  sixteen  years, 
commencing  February  19,  1894,  date  of  filing  declaration  therefor. 

On  February  14, 1894,  John  Bush,  of  Smith  County,  Kans.,  as  guard- 
ian of  Granville  Good,  one  of  the  minors,  filed  declaration  for  pension 
under  act  of  June  27, 1890,  for  soldier's  child,  who  is  permanently  help- 
less, alleging  that  Granville  Good  is  suffering  at  the  present  time  from 
infant  paralysis,  permanent  in  character,  which  renders  him  perma- 
nently helpless. 

On  October  24,  1896,  in  response  to  a  communication  from  Mr.  A.  Y. 
Trogden,  of  Paris,  111.,  attorney  in  the  claim,  you  informed  him 

that  the  Pension  Bureau  could  take  no  action  in  this  claim  for  helpless  mioor'S  peoaion 
prior  to  July  26,  1901,  the  date  ^vhen  Granville,  the  alleged  helpless  child,  shall  have 
become  sixteen  years  of  nge  and  his  name  shall  have  been  dropped  from  the  rolls  as  a 
minor  child;  also  that  in  the  event  pension  is  allowed  him  on  account  of  his  helplessnea 
it  will  date  from  the  day  following  the  termination  of  pension  as  a  minor  child  by  reason 
of  the  filing  of  the  declaration  prior  to  such  date. 

From  this  action  appeal  was  received  November  2, 1896,  it  being  con- 
tended on  behalf  of  claimant  that  under  just  interpretation  of  section  3, 
act  of  June  27,  1890,  the  said  Granville  should  be  placed  on  the  rolls 
at  $8  per  month  for  life,  or  so  long  as  the  disability  existed,  with  the 
addition  of  $2  per  month  until  he  attained  the  age  of  sixteen  years,  tlie 
88  to  continue  thereafter. 

It  is  also  contended  that  this  minor's  pension  should  have  been  con- 
tinued from  date  of  remarriage  of  the  mother  on  May  29,  1893,  in  lieu 
of  from  February  19,  1894,  the  date  of  filing  claim  therefor,  because  the 
minor  was  helpless  by  reason  of  his  idiotic  condition,  which  medical 
examination  would  disclose,  and  therefore  by  inference  he  ought  not  to 
suffer  this  loss  because  of  the  failure  of  the  guardian  to  apply  for  such 
pension  prior  to  February  19,  1894. 

It  appears  from  the  record  that  the  minor  Joseph,  born  April  27, 
1880,  attained  the  age  of  sixteen  years  April  2(5,  1896,  and  that  the 
present  pension  of  $8  per  month  aud  82  per  month  additional  is  shared 
by  the  three  remaining  minors.  Erwiu^GrauvUle,  aud  Iva,     Erwin  will 
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attain  the  age  of  sixteen  on  September  7,  1898,  Granville  on  July  26, 
1901,  and  Iva  on  August  28,  1904. 

When  Erwin  shall  attain  the  age  of  sixteen  the  pension  of  $8  per 
month  and  $2  per  month  additional  for  each  remaining  minor  will  be 
shared  by  Granville  and  Iva.  When  Granville  shall  attain  the  age  of 
sixteen  on  July  26. 1901,  his  pension  as  a  minor  will  terminate,  and  the 
pension  of  88  per  month  and  $2  additional  for  one  minor  will  revert  to 
and  be  enjoyed  bj'  the  remaining  minor,  Iva,  until  she  shall  attain  the 
age  of  sixteen. 

So  soon  as  the  alleged  helpless  minor,  Granville,  shall  be  eliminated 
from  the  pension  roll  by  reason  of  the  limitation  of  age  imposed  by  law 
he  will  then  be  entitled  to  consideration  of  his  claim  for  pension  under 
section  3,  act  of  June  27,  1890,  as  a  helpless  child.  If  the  claim  for 
permanent  helplessness  be  proved  and  allowed  thereafter,  pension  will 
be  granted  either  for  life  or  during  the  period  of  such  disability  at  $S 
per  month,  commencing  from  the  date  of  dropping  his  name  from  the 
rolls  by  reason  of  attaining  the  age. of  sixteen  years. 

This  recital  correctly  described  the  practical  effect  of  the  ruling  by 
your  Bureau  in  the  case  at  bar,  the  legality  of  which  is  challenged 
by  the  letter  of  appeal. 

Section  4702  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  by  the  act  of  August 
7,  1882,  provides  as  follows: 

Sec\  4702.  If  any  person  embraced  within  the  provisions  of  sections  forty-six  hnndred 
And  ninety-two  and  forty-six  handre<l  and  ninety-three  has  died  since  the  fourth  day  of 
March,  eighteen  hnndred  and  sixty-one,  or  hereafter  dies  by  reason  of  any  wound,  injur}*, 
Or  disease  which,  under  the  conditions  and  liniitations  of  such  sections,  would  have  enti- 
tled him  to  an  invalid  pension  had  he  been  disabled,  his  widow,  or  if  there  be  no  widow, 
Or  in  case  of  her  death  without  i>ayraent  to  her  of  any  part  of  the  pension  hereinafter 
tQentioned,  his  child  or  children  under  sixteen  years  of  ajje,  shall  be  entitled  to  receive 
bhe  same  pension  as  the  huslmnd  or  father  would  have  been  entitled  to  had  he  been 
totally  disabled,  to  commence  from  the  death  of  the  husband  or  father,  to  continue  to 
the  widow  during  her  widowhood,  and  to  his  child  or  children  until  they  severally  attain 
the  age  of  sixteen  years  and  no  longer;  and  if  the  widow  remarry,  the  child  or  children 
shall  be  entitled  from  the  date  of  remarriaj^e,  except  when  such  widow  has  continued  to 
draw  the  pension  money  after  her  remarriage  in  contravention  of  law,  and  such  iliild 
or  children  have  resided  with  and  been  supi>orted  by  her,  their  pension  will  commence 
at  the  date  to  which  the  widow  was  last  paid. 

It  will  be  observed  that  under  the  provisions  of  this  general  law  the 
continuance  of  pension  to  the  minor  child  or  children  is  limited  to  the 
period  when  the  age  of  sixteen  j^ears  is  attained  and  no  longer,  and 
that  such  child  or  children  shall  be  entitled  from  date  of  remarriage, 
except  when  such  widow  has  continued  to  draw  the  pension  money  after 
her  remarriage  in  contravention  of  law  and  such  child  or  children  have 
resided  with  and  been  supported  by  her,  in  which  event  their  pension 
will  commence  at  the  date  to  which  the  widow  was  last  paid. 

The  proviso  in  section  3,  of  the  act  of  June  21 ,  l^^Q,  ^o\i\i\\i\\fe'§i  '^^v^ 
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pension  to  the  minor  beyond  the  limitation  of  the  age  of  sixteen  years 
throughout  the  lifetime  or  during  the  period  of  disability  in  case  Baid 
minor  shall  be  insane,  idiotic,  or  otherwise  permanently  helplees,  and 
but  for  this  provision  all  pensions  to  minors  would  terminate  absolntelv 
at  the  age  of  sixteen  years  independently  of  any  conditions  of  insanity. 
idiocy,  or  other  helplessness. 

The  minor,  Granville,  in  whose  behalf  declaration  for  pension  to  sol- 
dier ^s  permanently  helpless  child  has  been  filed  by  the  guardian,  is  now 
a  copensioner  with  other  minors,  and  must  so  remain  until  arriving  at 
the  age  of  sixteen,  when  the  pension  can  be  continued  beyond  said  age. 
either  for  life  or  during  the  period  of  disabUity,  if  it  be  Batis&ctorily 
shown  that  the  child's  condition  falls  within  the  class  of  insane,  idiotic, 
or  permanently  helpless  persons  who  are  made  the  beneficiaries  of  tiie 
proviso  embodied  in  section  3  of  the  said  act. 

The  claim  for  permanent  helplessness  being  adjudicated  and  admitted, 
the  pension  can  take  date  only  from  the  day  following  the  termioation 
of  pension  as  a  minor  child,  because  the  pension  provided  by  said  act 
operates  simply  to  continue  the  pension  beyond  the  age  of  sixteen  years 
in  the  class  of  cases  indicated  as  insane,  idiotic,  or  permanently  help- 
less, necessarily  relating  back  to  the  declaration  and  proof  previoudy 
filed  OS  basis  for  the  claim  for  continuance  beyond  the  age  of  sixteen  I 
years. 

Touching  the  contention  that  being  helpless  and  unable  to  assert  its 
rights,  pension  should  have  been  allowed  this  minor  from  date  of  remar- 
riage of  the  mother  on  May  29,  1893,  in  lieu  of  date  of  filing  declaration 
for  minor's  pension  on  February  19,  1894,  attention  is  invited  to  the 
distinction  between  tlie  general  law  and  the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

The  general  law  provides  for  payment  of  pension  to  the  minor  child 
or  children  from  date  of  remarriage  of  the  widow,  while  the  act  of  Jane 
27,  1890,  specially  declares  that  the  date  of  application  shall  be  the  date 
of  placing  the  name  of  the  widow  pensioner  on  the  pension  roll.  The 
minors,  deriving  their  original  title  from  death  of  the  parent  and  their 
secondar}'^  or  dependent  title  from  the  death  or  remarriage  of  the  widow, 
are  bound  by  the  same  rule  as  the  widow,  and  can  receive  pension  only 
from  date  of  filing  claim  therefor. 

The  contention,  therefore,  that  the  helpless  minor  ought  not  to  suffer 
because,  of  failure  of  the  guardian  to  apply  for  pension  immediately  upon 
remarriage  of  tlie  widow  can  not  be  entertained,  and,  moreover,  no  proof 
has  so  far  been  submitted  to  sustain  the  guardian's  declaration  that  the 
said  minor,  (iranville,  is  permanently  helpless. 

TJie  ruling  of  your  Bureau,  therefore,  was  correct  in  declining  to  take 
action  in  the  claim  for  helpless  minor's  pension  prior  to  July  2G,  1901. 
the  date  when  the  alleged  helpless  minor  shall  become  sixteen  years  of 
ago,  and  that  in  event  pension  is  allowed  on  account  of  such  helpless- 


DECISIONS    RELATIXO   TO    PENSIONS.  411 

Tiess  it  must  date  on  the  day  following  the  termination  of  pension  as  a 
xninor,  and  is,  therefore,  affirmed,  as  is,  also,  the  action  by  which  pay- 
ment of  pension  to  the  minor  was  made  to  commence  from  February 
19,  1894,  date  of  filing  claim  therefor. 


PRIOR   SOUNDNESS-EVIDENCE— RECORD-LINE  OF  DUTY. 

Andrew  J.  Willis. 

The  law  contemplates  that  a  soldier  shall  be  subjected  to  a  physical  examination  at  the 
time  of  his  enlistment  to  ascertain  his  fitness  for  the  service.  When  sach  examina- 
tion has  been  omitted  the  presumption  that  he  was  free  from  disability  at  enlistment 
loses  moch  of  its  force.  The  record  that  a  soldier  bad  hernia  while  in  the  service 
and  the  legal  presumption  of  his  soundness  at  enlistment  are  not  sufficient  to  prove 
that  the  hernia  occnrred  as  a  result  of  the  service.  The  time  and  place  and  circum- 
stinces  of  the  origin  of  the  disability  should  be  proved  in  order  that  its  connection 
as  a  result  with  the  service  may  be  determined. 

Assistant   Secretary   John    M,  Reynolds   to    the    Commissioner    of  Pensions, 

January  16,  1897, 

Andrew  J.  Willis  was  enrolled  on  the  29th  of  July,  1861,  and  was  a 
private  in  Company  H  of  the  Nineteenth  Regiment  of  Indiana  Volun- 
teers until  November  4, 1861,  when  he  was  discharged.  The  certificate 
of  disability  upon  which  he  was  di.scharged  is  dated  Fort  Craig,  Va., 
October  11,  1861,  and  sets  forth  that  Andrew  J.  Willis  was  incapable 
of  performing  the  duties  of  a  soldier  because  of  hernia. 

Said  Willis  was  enrolled  December  30,  1863,  and  was  a  private  in 
Company  E,  Ninety-third  Indiana  Volunteers,  until  the  31st  of  May, 
1865,  when  he  was  mustered  out  at  General  Hospital  at  Mound  City,  111. 

On  the  23d  of  June,  1865,  Mr.  Willis  filed  an  application  for  pension, 
in  which  he  alleged  disability  from  chronic  diarrhea,  rheumatism,  and 
scurvy  contracted  at  Andersonville,  Ga.,  in  July,  1864.  The  records 
show  that  he  was  a  prisoner  of  war  from  some  time  in  June,  1864,  to 
November  19,  1864. 

On  the  31st  of  July,  1866,  a  certificate  was  issued  to  allow  pension 
at  the  rate  of  $8  per  month  on  account  of  disability  from  chronic  diar- 
rhea. The  pension  was  reduced  to  S6  per  month  from  March  4,  1868, 
and  to  $2  per  month  from  September  4,  1871.  The  name  of  the  pen- 
sioner was  dropped  from  the  roll  upon  a  medical  certificate  made  Sep- 
tember 6,  1875,  which  set  forth  that  no  evidence  of  disability  from 
chronic  diarrhea  was  found. 

On  the  25th  of  March,  1878,  Mr.  Willis  filed  an  application,  in  which 
he  claimed  pension  for  disa.bility  from  hernia  of  both  sides.  He  alleged 
that  the  hernia  was  incurred  on  a  forced  march  from  Kalorama  Heights, 
T>.  C,  to  the  Chain  Bridge,  D.  C,  in  September,  1^^\. 
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Mr.  Willis  is  now  a  pensioner  at  the  rate  of  $12  per  month  under  the 
act  of  June  27,  1890,  on  account  of  disability  from  double  inguinal  he^ 
nia  and  double  hydrocele. 

It  does  not  appear  that  applicant  had  hernia  on  both  sides  at  the  date 
of  discharge.  His  appeal,  filed  September  18,  1896,  relates  to  the  claim 
for  pension  for  hernia  of  the  right  side.  The  claim  for  pension  for  her- 
nia of  right  side  was  rejected  August  25,  1896,  on  the  ground  that  after 
an  exhaustive  special  examination  there  is  nothing  to  show  that  said 
hernia  was  incurred  as  alleged  or  otherwise  in  line  of  duty  in  Ihe  senice. 

The  contention  of  the  appeal  in  the  case  is  that  the  affidavits  of 
George  E.  Finney  and  William  Jelf,  in  connection  with  the  record  evi- 
dence of  hernia,  should  be  accepted  as  sufficient  to  establish  the  claim; 
that  the  acceptance  of  claimant  into  the  military  service  should  be 
deemed  conclusive  evidence  of  his  soundness  at  enlistment,  and  that 
under  the  circumstances  the  record  of  his  discharge  on  account  of  dis- 
ability from  hernia  should  be  sufficient  evidence  of  the  justness  of  his 
claim. 

The  testimony  of  George  E.  Finnej^,  who  was  first  lieutenant  of  Com- 
pany H  of  the  Nineteenth  Indiana  Volunteers  and  adjutant  of  the 
regiment  sets  forth  that  he  was  with  the  regiment  on  the  march  from 
Kalorama  Heights  to  the  Chain  Bridge,  D.  C,  about  the' 1st  of  Septem- 
ber, 1861,  and  that  while  it  is  not  within  his  personal  knowledge  that 
Andrew  J.  Willis  sufiered  from  hernia  as  a  result  of  that  march,  it  is 
known  to  him  that  said  Willis  was  discharged  from  the  service  on 
account  of  hernia,  which  was  reported  to  have  had  its  origin,  and 
which  affiant  believes  had  its  origin,  on  that  march. 

William  Jelf,  who  was  first  lieutenant  of  Company  H,  Nineteenth 
Regiment  Indiana  Volunteers,  testifies  that  after  a  forced  march  from 
Kalorama  Heights  to  the  Chain  Bridge,  D.  C,  in  August,  1861,  Andrew 
J.  Willis,  of  said  company,  complained  of  a  rupture,  and  was  finally 
discharged  on  account  of  the  same. 

This  testimony  does  not  prove  that  applicant  contracted  a  hernia 
because  of  the  march  referred  to,  which  was  a  march  of  4  or  5  miles- 
within  the  District  of  Columbia.  It  is  not  shown  that  any  accident 
happened  to  him  which  would  be  apt  to  cause  a  hernia.  All  that  is 
shown  by  tliis  testimony  was  already  shown  by  the  record,  which  sets 
forth  that  applicant  had  a  hernia  during  his  first  term  of  service,  and 
was  discharged  on  account  of  the  same. 

Even  in  cases  in  which  the  legal  presumption  that  the  soldier  had  no 
disability  when  he  enlisted  holds  with  full  force  and  is  not  rebutted,  the 
record  of  existence  of  hernia  in  the  service  is  not  sufficient  to  show  that 
applicant  has  a  right  to  pension  therefor.  The  incurrence  of  his  dis- 
ability in  the  line  of  duty  must  be  proved  with  a  reasonable  degree  of 
certainty. 
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If,  as  contended  by  the  attorney  in  the  case,  the  acceptance  of  the 
soldier  into  the  service  should  be  taken  as  conclusive  evidence  of  his 
freedom  from  any  disability,  then  his  acceptance  into  the  Ninety-third 
Regiment  of  Indiana  Volunteers  in  December,  1863,  should  be  taken 
1.S  evidence  that  he  had  entirely  recovered  from  the  hernia.  The  law 
Jo?s  provide  that  all  applicants  for  pension  shall  be  presumed  to  have 
tia<l  no  disability  at  the  time  of  enlistment,  but  it  also  provides  that 
such  presumption  may  be  rebutted. 

In  this  case,  however,  the  presumption  of  freedom  from  disability  at 
:he  original  enlistment  has  but  little  force.  The  applicant  himself  state  s 
shat  upon  his  enlistment  into  the  Nineteenth  Regiment  of  Indiana  Vol- 
unteers he  was  not  subjected  to  a  physical  examination.  He  states  that 
uhe  men  were  simply  drawn  up  into  line  and  an  officer  passed  along  and 
ooked  at  them.  The  law  provides  that  there  shall  be  a  physical  exam- 
ination of  recruits,  and  the  presumption  of  soundness  at  enlistment 
ioes  not  hold  with  any  force  when  such  examination  has  been  omitted. 

It  must  be  conceded  that  no  presumption  as  to  soundness  arises  from 
the  enlistment  in  the  Ninety-third  Indiana  Volunteers,  as  applicant 
states  that  he  had  no  physical  examination  as  to  hernia  at  that  time. 

Mr.  Willis  filed  his  original  claim  for  pension  in  June,  1805,  and  was 
pensioned  by  a  certij&cate  issued  in  July,  1866.  He  did  not  claim  pen- 
sion for  disability  from  hernia  until  after  the  lapse  of  nearly  thirteen 
years  after  the  date  of  his  original  application  and  nearly  twelve  years 
after  the  date  of  the  issue  of  the  original  certilicate.  A  presumption  of 
some  force  arises  from  this  fact,  that  claimant  did  not  for  some  reascm 
pertaining  to  the  origin  of  hernia  think  that  he  was  entitled  to  pension 
for  disability  from  that  cause.  His  statement  that  he  did  not  know 
that  hernia  was  a  pensionable  disability  does  not  entirely  do  away  with 
the  adverse  presumption. 

It  is  not  proved  that  applicant  incurred  right  inguinal  hernia  in  the 
line  of  duty  in  the  service.  The  action  from  which  the  appeal  is  taken 
is  affirmed. 


declarations- act  of  june  «7,  1890-practice. 

John  C.  Mohrstadt. 

Claims  nnder  the  general  law  and  claims  under  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  are  different 

causes  of  action,  commenced  by  different  pleadings. 
A  declaration  nnder  the  act  of  June  27, 1890.  containing  only  the  allegations  necessary 

under  said  act  is  not  applicable  to  a  declaration  under  the  general  law. 
The  words  *'  no  ratable  degree  of  disability  shown, "  occurring  in  a  rejection  of  a  claim, 

oover  all  disabling  causes  that  are  the  result  of  an  alleged  disability. 
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AssistarU  Secretary  John   if.   Reynolds    to    the    Commissioner    of  Pemm^ 

January  16,  1897. 

Appellant,  late  of  Company  I,  Fifty-sixth  United  States  Colored 
Infantry,  filed  his  claim  (No.  636,987)  under  the  general  law  Januarj- 
24,  1888,  alleging  malarial  poisoning,  which  was  rejected  May  29, 1896, 
on  the  ground  that  no  ratable  degree  of  disability  was  shown.  He  filed 
two  declarations  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  one  on  November  8, 
1892,  and  one  on  November  9,  1894,  both  of  which  embraced  rheuma- 
tism, disease  of  heart,  nervous  prostration,  and  general  debility.  Tbe^5e 
claims  w^ere  rejected  on  August  24, 1893,  and  May  29, 1896,  respectively, 
on  the  ground  of  no  ratable  degi'ee  of  disability.  An  appeal  is  now  filed 
July  13,  1896,  on  the  ground  that  the  affidavit  under  original  declara- 
tion under  the  general  law  was  broad  enough  to  cover  disease  of  heart, 
nervous  debility,  and  rheumatism;  and,  further,  claimant  insists  that 
disabilities  alleged  in  a  declaration  under  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  filed 
subsequent  to  general-law  declaration  and  before  adjudication  thereof 
should  apply  as  much  to  a  claim  under  general  law^  as  to  a  claim  under 
act  of  June  27,  1890. 

The  fallacy  of  this  last  contention  is  apparent,  I  think,  when  we 
examine  the  foundation  on  which  claims  rest  under  each  law.  A  single 
illustration  will  suffice.  Service  origin  of  an  alleged  disability  is  a  sine 
qua  non  in  a  general-law  claim.  It  must  be  alleged  to  be  of  ser\'ice 
origin;  it  must  bo  provtd  to  be  of  service  origin;  but  in  a  claim  under 
the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  service  origin  is  not  only  immaterial,  but  it  is 
irrelevant.  One  may  have  numerous  disabilities  from  which  a  pension- 
able condition  would  arise  under  said  last-mentioned  act;  but  not  being 
alleged  to  be  of  service  origin,  they  can  not  be  considered  as  applying 
to  a  general-law  claim,  for  they  lack  one  important  essential  of  consti- 
tuting a  basis  for  a  claim  under  the  general  law. 

Legally  speaking,  claims  under  the  two  laws  mentioned  are  entirely 
different  causes  of  action.  They  arise,  as  to  some  particulars,  upon 
entirely  different  statutory  conditions  and  facts,  and  actions  thereunder 
are  commenced  by  necessarily  variant  pleadings.  While  elaimant>s  are 
not  held  to  strict  rules  of  pleading,  yet  a  good  declaration  in  a  pension 
claim  should,  the  same  as  a  common-law  declaration,  include  all  cJe- 
gations  necessary  under  the  law  under  which  the  right  is  claimed  that 
constitute  the  basis  of  right  on  which  the  claim  rests;  consequently  a 
specific  pleading  (declaration)  for  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27, 
1890,  which  sets  forth  only  those  allegations  necessary  under  that  law, 
is  not  applicable  to,  neither  is  it  entitled  to  consideration  as,  a  declara- 
tion under  the  general  law. 

Claimant  contends  that  the  general-law^  declaration  was  sufficient  to 
embrace  disease  of  heart;  rheumatism,  aud  nervous  debilitv.     It  is  not 
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lecessary  to  pass  upon  this  point  except  to  say  that  the  words  of  rejec- 
ion  are  sufl&cient  to  cover  all  disabilities  that  are  the  natural  ooncomi- 
ant  result  of  a  disability  alleged.  All  other  results  that  are  claimed 
mder  the  general  law  must  be  alleged  in  the  declaration  and  proved, 
lot  only  to  be  present,  but  also  that  they  are  the  result  of  a  disability 
•f  service  origin.  It  is  quite  evident,  howevei-,  that  in  this  case  said 
lisabilities  have  been  considered,  and  that  the  rejection  covers  the  dis- 
puted point. 
The  examining  board  in  1892  stated  expressly  that  they  found 

0  indications  of  any  probable  results  of  intermittent  or  malarial  fever  or  malarial  pois- 
ning. 

lIso  that  he  was  not  entitled  to  a  rating  on  rheumatism.     The  board 

1  1895  found  no  indication  of  general  debility,  nervous  prostration,  or 
heumatism. 

It  would  appear  that  your  action  upon  the  claim  was  proper,  and 
bould  be  sustained. 
The  action  appealed  from  is  affirmed. 


increase— act  of  january  6,  1893-mexican  tvar. 

George  W.  Kust. 

>iie  who  has  an  income  of  $400  yearly  is  not  included  in  those  entitled  to  increase  of  pen- 
sion under  the  act  of  Jannaiy  5,  1893. 

issistaiU    Secretary  John    M,   Reynolds   to   the    Commissioner  of  Pensions, 

January  16,  1897. 

On  February  16,  1893,  claimant,  a  survivor  of  the  Mexican  war,  filed 
lis  declaration  under  the  act  of  January  5,  1893,  claiming  the  benefit 
>f  said  act,  being  at  that  time  on  the  rolls  under  the  act  of  January  29, 
887.  Claim  was  rejected  July  10,  1895,  and  an  appeal  is  filed  Decem- 
ber 10,  1896,  alleging  that  rejection  is  contrary  to  the  evidence,  in  that 
claimant's  income  is  not  sufficient  for  the 

Tdinary  comfortable  support  for  himself  and  those  dependent  on  him. 

The  law  under  which  he  seeks  increase  makes  it  necessary  in  general 
erms,  in  order  that  one  may  be  entitled  to  the  benefits  of  the  act,  that 
.claimant  shall  be 

n  such  destitute  circumstances  that  $8  per  mouth  are  insufhcient  to  provide  him  with 
he  necessaries  of  life. 

It  is  admitted  that  claimant  has  an  income,  including  his  present 
tension,  of  some  S400  a  year,  and  it  would  appear  that  such  a  sum  is 
mfficient  to  provide  him  with  the  ^'  necessaries  o^  \\i\i.'''*     ^\i^\^'^  \<^^^ 
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not  provide  that  one  shall  have  a  "comfortable  support,"  such  a  condi- 
tion being  a  very  varying  factor,  according  to  one's  mode  of  and  station 
in  life;  neither  does  it  take  into  consideration  the  condition  or  number 
of  those  dependent  upon  a  pensioner,  which  in  claimant's  case  are, 
according  to  his  testimony,  a  wife  and  grandchild.  It  provides  for  him 
alone;  that  he  shall  be  provided  with  the  necessaries  of  life  to  the 
extent  of  812  per  month.  It  is  not  pretended  but  that  those  legally 
dependent  upon  one  may  have  considerable  to  do  with  the  bringing  of 
one  into  a  condition  of  "destitute  circumstances,"  and  when  such  is  the 
case  they  may  and  should  be  a  factor  in  the  adjudication  of  claims;  but 
such  a  condition  does  not  exist  in  the  case  under  consideration,  and  it 
can  not  be  said  that  claimant,  even  by  reason  of  those  he  allies  to  be 
dependent  upon  him,  is  in  such  destitute  circumstances  that  $8  per  month 
are  not  sufficient  to  provide  him  with  the  necessaries  of  life.  Your 
rejection  is  accordingly  sustained. 
The  action  appealed  from  is  affirmed. 


DISL.OYAL.TY-ACT  OF  AUGUST   1,  189«. 

Andrew  J.  Passons. 

The  act  of  August  1,  1892,  is  uot  retroactive,  aud  a  widow  has  no  right  to  have  hei 
husbaud's  claim  reopened  under  said  act,  when  he  died  before  the  passage  of  the  act. 

Assistant    Secretary   John    M.    Reynolds    to    the   Commissioner    of  Pemom. 

January  16,  1897. 

On  October  10,  1896,  I  affirmed  the  rejection  of  the  claim  of  Andrew 
J.  Passons,  late  landsman  United  States  Navy,  on  the  ground  that  the 
act  of  August  1,  1892,  did  not  apply.  The  facts  upon  which  the  deci- 
sion was  based  are  as  follows: 

A.  J.  Passons  on  March  15,  1882,  filed  his  application  for  pension 
under  the  general  law.  The  claim  was  rejected  January  7,  1888,  on 
the  ground  that  sailor  was  shown  by  the  record  to  have  voluntarily 
aided  and  abetted  the  rebellion,  and  that  he  was  barred  by  section 
471G,  Revised  Statutes.  The  act  of  March  3,  1877,  did  not  apply  to  this 
case,  inasmuch  as  said  act  covered  only  those  who  afterward  enlisted 
iu  the  Army  of  the  United  States,  and  claimant's  service  was  in  tbe 
Navy.  Passons  died  November  20,  1888,  and  after  the  passage  of  the 
act  of  August  1,  1892,  which  removed,  under  certain  circumstances, 
the  disabilities  of  sailors  who  had  previously  served  in  the  CJonfederate 
service,  Passoiis\s  widow  filed  a  motion  in  the  Pension  Bureau  to  reopin 
the  claim  of  sailor  on  the  ground  that  his  pensionable  disability  was 
removed  by  the  act  of  August  1,  1892.  I  affirmed  your  rejection  on 
the  ground  that  there  was  uo  cVauw  o^  '^vxAVv^v'^a*  ^^^'Vi^wi'^^  vj^'cAxw^  «& 
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aathority  for  such  affirmation  the  decision  in  the  appeal  of  John  U« 
Jones,  dated  February  23,  1895.     The  motion  for  reconsideration  now 
filed,  November  24, 1896,  contends  that  the  decision  in  the  case  of  John 
U.  Jones  is  not  applicable,  save  in  an  extremely  technical  manner.     I 
do  not  deem  it  necessary  to  go  into  an  extended  discussion  upon  this 
point,  for  it  makes  little  difference  as  to  whether  that  decision  does  or 
does  not  apply;  a  far  greater  principle  is  involved.     When  the  sailor 
in  question  died  he  had  no  pensionable  status  by  reason  of  section  4710, 
Revised  Statutes.     The  disabilities  which  barred  him  from  a  pension- 
able status,  in  common  with  all  others  of  his  class,  were  not  removed 
until  August  1,  1892,  four  years  after  his  death.     It  is  not  necessary  to 
go  into  the  question  that  attorney  raises  as  to  what  pensionable  rights 
to  arrears  descend,  so  to  speak,  from  soldiers  to  the  widows  by  reason 
of  the  act  of  March  2,  1895,  unless  it  is  found  that  the  act  of  August 
1,  1892,  is  retroactive.     I  think,  however,  that  the  query  must  be 
answered  in  the  negative.     Mr.  Sutherland  says: 

The  injustice  of  permitting  laws  to  have  retroactive  effect  by  relation  is  so  manifest 
that  it  has  not  much  countenance  in  the  United  States.  Without  departing  from  the 
mle,  except  by  constitutional  direction,  that  the  legislative  record  is  conclusive,  statutes 
liave  not  generally  had  effect  from  any  date  prior  to  their  actual  passage.  (Sutb.  on 
Gonstr.  of  Stat,  sec.  106.) 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Marshall  says: 

The  known  rule  being  that  a  statute,  for  the  commencement  of  which  no  time  is  fixed, 
oommences  from  its  date.     (Matthews  v.  Zane,  7  Wheat.,  164.) 

The  New  York  court  said,  by  its  then  chief  justice  (Kent),  in  Dash  v. 
"Van  Kleeck  (7  John.,  506): 

There  has  not  been  perhaps  a  distinguished  jurist  or  elementary  writer  within  the  Uist 
two  centuries  who  has  had  occasion  to  take  notice  of  retrospective  laws,  either  civil  or 
criminal,  but  has  mentioned  them  with  caution,  distrust,  or  disapprobation. 

Decisions  of  courts  could  be  greatly  multiplied  to  show  that  it  is  an 
invariable  rule  that  in  order  to  make  a  statute  retroactive  the  language 
of  the  statute  to  that  effect  must  be  so  clear  and  positive  as  to  leave  no 
room  to  doubt  but  that  such  was  the  intention  of  the  legislature;  and, 
further,  the  statute  in  question  is  one  which  demands  a  strict  construc- 
tion. It  is  remedial  in  a  certain  sense,  but  it  has  to  do  with  a  public 
grant,  and  such  statutes  must  be  strictly  construed. 

Whatever  is  not  unequivocally  granted  is  taken  to  be  withheld.  Whether  the  giant 
be  property,  franchises,  or  privileges,  it  is  construed  strictly  in  favor  of  the  public. 
(Sath.  on  Constr.  of  Stat.,  sec.  378.) 

It  being  concluded  that  the  act  of  August  1,  1892,  is  not  retroactive, 
it  could  be  of  no  effect  until  the  date  of  its  passage,  and  the  sailor  had 
no  rights  under  it,  he  having  been  dead  four  years.  It  is,  of  course, 
apparent  that  the  sailor  at  death  having  no  right,  there  is,  therefore,  no 
right  that  can  be  revived. 

The  motion  for  reconsideration  is  overruled, 
p.  D, — VOL,  8 27 
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MINOR'S  PEKSION-SECTION  4709,  REVISED  STATUTES— ACT  JUn  Wt,    | 

1890. 

Minor  of  Marion  Rhoton  (deceased). 

Payment  of  pension  to  a  widow,  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  is  not  payment  of  my 
part  of  the  pension  provided  for  widows  by  the  general  law  (section  4702,  Revised 
Statutes),  and  does  not  debar  the  minor  child  or  children  from  applying  for  and 
receiving  the  general  law  pension  froni  the  date  of  the  soldier's  death  to  the  date  K 
which  the  widow's  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  oommenced. 

Assigtant    Secretary  John   if.  Reynolds    to    the    Commissioner  of  Pemum^ 

January  16,  1897. 

I  have  carefully  considered  the  question  submitted  in  your  letter  of 
December  12,  1896,  relative  to  the  pensionable  status  of  Gertnide 
Khoton,  minor  child  of  Marion  Rhoton^  deceased,  formerly  a  soldier  in 
Company  D,  Thirteenth  Regiment  of  Indiana  Infantry. 

The  facts  in  the  case  are  as  follows  : 

The  soldier  was  discharged  from  service  September  5, 1866.  He  filed 
a  claim  for  pension  in  1889,  but  died  October  24,  1894,  without  securing 
its  allowance.  On  December  19,  1894,  his  widow  filed  a  claim  under 
the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  which  was  allowed  and  she  drew  pension 
under  said  act  from  December  19,  1894,  at  the  rate  of  $10  per  month 
(including  $2  per  month  on  account  of  the  child  Grertrude)  until 
Januar}'^  3,  1896  (when  said  child  attained  the  age  of  sixteen  years), 
and  at  the  rate  of  $8  per  month  thereafter  until  she  died  on  the  4th  of 
May,  1896. 

On  January  12,  1895,  the  widow  filed  a  claim  for  pension  under  the 
general  law  which  does  not  appear  to  have  been  acted  upon  up  to  the  time 
of  her  death,  and,  in  fact,  has  not  been  formally  disposed  of  since. 

The  minor  child  filed  a  claim  under  the  general  law  on  June  9, 1896. 
The  question  submitted  by  you  is  whether,  assuming  the  death  of  the 
soldier  to  have  been  due  to  his  military  service,  the  minor  has  a  right 
to  prosecute  a  claim  for  and  receive  pension  under  the  general  law 
from  the  date  of  said  soldier's  death  up  to  the  date  at  which  the  widow  ' 
commenced  to  draw  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890.    •  I 

Section  4702  of  the  Revised  Statutes  reads  as  follows: 

i 

If  any  person  embraced  within  the  provisions  of  sections  forty-six  hundred  and  ninety- 
two  and  forty-six  hundred  and  ninety-three  has  died  since  the  fourth  day  of  March, 
eighteen  hundred  and  sixty-one,  or  hereafter  dies  by  reason  of  any  wound,  injury,  or 
disease,  which,  under  the  conditions  and  limitations  of  such  sections,  would  have  entitliid  I 
him  to  an  invalid  pension  had  he  been  disabled,  his  widow,  or  if  there  be  no  widow,  or  I 
in  case  of  her  death,  without  payment  to  her  of  any  part  of  the  pension  hereinafter 
mentioned,  his  child  or  children,  nnder  sixteen  years  of  age,  shall  be  entitled  to  receive 
the  same  pension  as  the  hnsband  or  father  wonld  have  been  entitled  to  bad  be  been 
t4)taliy  disabled,  to  commence  irom  the  death  of  the  husband  or  father,  to  continue  to  tbe 
widow  daring  hex  widowhood,  aud  to  Yi\a  cYiWdi  ox  0[iW^^v\  \x\i\lCL  >X^^  ^ks^caII^*  altUJi 
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be  afSjb  of  sixteen  years,  and  no  longer;  and,  if  the  widow  remarry,  Uie  diild  or  children 
ball  be  entitled  from  the  date  of  remarriage. 

The  amendments  to  the  foregoing  section  by  the  act  of  August  7, 
882,  are  not  pertinent  to  our  present  consideration.  The  section,  as 
aoted,  provides  that  in  the  case  of  the  death  of  the  widow, 

ritbont  payment  to  her  of  any  jMirt  of  the  pension  hereinafter  mentioned, 

he  right  to  receive  such  pension  devolves  upon  the  child  or  children 
nder  sixteen  years  of  age.  The  pension  "  hereinafter  mentioned  "  is 
bviously  the  pension  granted  to  the  widow  by  that  section  and  described 
herein  as 

le  same  pension  as  the  husband  or  father  would  have  been  entitled  to  had  he  been 
>tally  disabled,  to  commence  from  the  death  of  the  husband  or  father,  to  continne  to 
tie  widow  during  her  widowhood  and  to  his  child  or  children  until  they  severally  attain 
be  age  of  sixteen  years,  and  no  longer. 

Was  the  pension  which  was  paid  to  the  widow  in  this  case  under  the 
^t  of  June  27,  1890,  "any  part"  of  the  pension  provided  for  widows  by 
ection  4702  ?  If  not  it  would  seem  that  the  right  to  claim  the  latter 
tension  vested  in  the  minor  upon  the  widow's  death. 

It  has  been  held  that  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  is  in  pari  materia  with 
>ension  laws  previously  enacted.  Being  in  pari  materia  they  must  be 
fonstrued  together  as  if  they  constituted  one  act.  Their  various  pro- 
risions  must  be  harmonized  and  made  to  operate  consistently  with  one 
knotber. 

But,  while  there  is,  so  to  speak,  only  one  pension  system,  of  which 
he  act  of  June  27^  1890,  is  a  part,  it  does  not  follow  that  a  person  can 
•eceive  thereunder  only  one  pension ;  and  that  if  he  receives  several 
rrants  by  virtue  of  different  acts  they  must  necessarily  be  considered  as 
>art  payments  of  one  and  the  same  pension.  On  the  contrary,  the  law 
appears  to  distinctly  recognize  the  fact  that  the  same  person  may  be 
mtitled  to  two  or  more  separate  and  distinct  pensions.  It  declares  that 
lo  person  shall  receive 

nore  than  one  pension  at  the  same  time,  *  *  *  but  that  any  pensioner  who  shall 
ID  elect  may  surrender  his  certificate  and  receive,  in  lieu  thereof,  a  certificate  for  any 
>ther  pension  to  which  he  would  have  been  entitled  had  not  the  surrendered  certificate 
)een  issued. 

Thus  a  woman  who  lost  both  a  husband  and  a  son,  on  whom  she  was 
iependent  for  support,  in  the  service,  may  take  either  a  widow's  pension 
>r  a  dependent  mother's  pension.  Ilaving  taken  either,  she  may,  if  she 
JO  desires,  relinquish  it  and  take  the  other,  and  it  is  clear,  I  think,  that 
3he  payment  to  her  of  pension  as  a  dependent  mother  is  not  a  paj^ment 
>f  "any  part"  of  the  pension  due  her  as  widow. 

Pensions  under  the  act  of  June  27-,  1890,  differ  from  those  under  the 
general  law  as  to  the  cause  for  which  they  are  allowed  and  as  to  the 
conditions  and  limitations  governing  rate,  dal^  ot  eo\xwxv^\\^i^\s\few\.^  ^\^, 
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They  are  essentially  difforent  pensions.  I  am  unable  to  see,  therefore, 
how  the  payment  of  one  can  be  regarded  as  payment  of  "  any  part"  of 
the  other. 

It  is  expressly  provided  in  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  that  nothing 
therein  contained  shall  be  so  construed  as  to  prevent  any  pensioner 
thereunder  from  prosecuting  a  claim  for  and  receiving  pension  "  under 
any  other  general  or  special  act.'*  The  legislative  intent  manifestly 
was  not  to  cut  off  or  impair  any  existing  pensionable  rights  but  to 
extend  those  rights  subject  to  the  proviso  that  no  person  should  receive 
more  than  one  pension  for  the  same  period. 

The  only  ground  upon  which  the  right  of  the  minor,  in  a  case  of 
this  kind,  to  prosecute  a  claim  under  the  general  law  can  be  denied  is 
that  the  intent  of  the  law  was  that  receipt  by  the  widow  of  any  pension 
should  operate  to  defeat  the  minor's  right.  But  the  language  of  the 
law  does  not  warrant  any  such  construction,  nor  is  any  foundation  for 
it  apparent  from  the  general  tenor  of  pension  legislation.  On  the  con- 
trary, the  general  intent  seems  to  be  that  whenever  the  right  of  the 
widow  to  claim  or  receive  pension  is  terminated  by  her  death  or  remar- 
riage it  shall  vest  in  the  soldier's  child  or  children  who  were  under 
sixteen  years  of  age  at  the  date  of  his  death. 

For  the  reasons  stated  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  nainor  in  this 
case  has  a  right  to  apply  for  and,  upon  proving  the  soldier's  death  to 
have  been  due  to  the  service,  receive  pension  from  the  date  of  the  sol- 
dier's death  to  the  date  at  which  the  widow's  pension  under  the  act  of 
June  27,  1890,  commenced.  Such  pension  can  not  continue  beyond  the 
date  last  named,  as  there  is  no  authority  of  law  for  allowing  pension  to 
both  widow  and  minor  for  the  same  period.  There  can  be  but  one  pen- 
sion at  a  time  on  account  of  one  soldier.  The  papers  submitted  by  you 
are  herewith  returned. 


skryice-gunboat— war  vessel-transports. 

William  Evans. 

The  transport  Minnehaha  was  nnder  charter  by  the  Quartermaster's  Department,  and  the 
crew  was  secured  and  paid  by  the  owners  of  the  vessel ;  and  claimant's  servioe  thereon 
was  uot  as  an  enlisted  man  in  military  or  naval  service  of  the  United  States,  and  be 
did  not  render  servioe  on  a  gnnboat  or  war  vessel  of  the  United  States,  and  has  no 
title  to  pension  under  existing  law. 

Assistant  Secretary   John   M,  Reynolds    to    the   Commissioner    of   Pensionij 

January  23,  1897. 

This  claimant  filed  a  declaration  (No.  1,178,766)  for  pension  June 
26,  1890,  nnder  the  general  law,  alleging  that  he  was  enrolled  on  Gov- 
ernment  transport  Minnehaha  m  3w\y,\^V5^,  V\^i?cvQ\\\i  ^\N\\i^^'^'^^^^\ar 


DECISIONS   RELATING    TO    PENSIONS.  421 

Large;  that  while  on  duty  on  said  transport  plying  the  Mississippi 
tiver  he  contracted  diarrhea,  resulting  in  flux  and  partial  paralysis  of 
ight  leg,  also  numbness  of  right  arm. 

His  claim  was  rejected  August  18,  1896,  on  the  ground  that  claimant 
ras  never  in  the  United  States  military  or  naval  service,  as  shown  by 
he  records  of  the  War  Department. 

In  his  appeal,  filed  December  17,  1896,  he  contends  he  was  regularly 
•aid,  as  he  supposed,  by  army  paymasters,  and  that  under  the  provi- 
lons  of  sections  4692  and  4693,  Revised  Statutes,  he  is  entitled  to  the 
enefits  of  the  pension  laws. 

The  Quartermaster-General  of  the  War  Department  reported,  under 
ate  of  July  23,  1896,  as  follows: 

William  Evans  is  not  reported  to  this  office  as  having  served  on  the  steamer  Minnehahaf 
I  that  vessel  is  shown  by  the  records  to  have  heen  employed  nnder  charter  for  different 
eriods  between  December  16,  1862,  and  March  5, 1865,  for  which  time  no  reports  of  her 
rew  were  rendered  to  this  office. 

Also,  on  the  29th  of  July,  1896,  the  Auditor  of  the  War  Department, 
a  reply  to  a  communication  from  your  Bureau,  reported  that — 

le  records  of  this  office  do  not  show  any  payments  made  to  this  claimant  for  alleged 
srvice  on  said  vessel. 

It  is  thus  apparent  that  claimant  was  not  enlisted  in  the  military  or 
Laval  service  of  the  United  States  in  any  capacity. 

The  transport  Minnehaha  on  which  he  alleged  service  was  employed 
mder  charter,  and  the  crew  was  secured  and  paid  by  the  owners  of  the 
ressel  and  not  by  United  States  officers. 

The  first  subdivision  of  section  4693,  Revised  Statutes,  names  as  a 
>eneficiary  of  the  pension  laws 

my  enlisted  man,  however  employed  in  the  military  or  naval  service  of  the  United 
States,  etc. 

The  second  subdivision  of  the  same  section  includes  persons  not  regu- 
larly mustered, 

lerving  npon  any  gnnboat  or  war  vessel  of  the  United  States,  etc 

As  claimant  was  not  an  '^enlisted  man"  in  the  military  or  naval 
jervice  of  the  United  States,  and  as  he  did  not  serve  on  a  "gunboat  or 
«rar  vessel  of  the  United  States,"  the  sections  of  the  Revised  Statutes 
•eferred  to  confer  no  benefits  in  his  case. 

The  claim  was  properly  rejected  on  the  ground  stated,  which  action 
8  hereby  affirmed. 
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disloyalty— section  4716,  revtseix  statutes. 

George  L.  Henry. 

Claimant  ^ehile  a  prisoner  of  war  at  Salisbury,  N.  C,  offered  to  enlist  in  the  Confedente 
army,  with  the  avowed  parpoee  of  making  his  escape  to  the  Federal  army,  as  issbown 
by  the  evidence,  was  never  actually  enlisted  nor  mustered  into  said  service,  bat  iras 
subsequently  paroled,  when  he  returned  to  the  Union  army  and  served  therein  until 
mustered  out  in  May,  1865.  Under  the  circumstances  it  is  held  that  it  is  not  shown 
that  he  voluntarily  aided  or  abetted  the  late  rebellion  against  the  anthorily  of  Ae 
United  States,  Mid  his  case  does  not  come  within  the  prohibition  of  section  4716, 
Revised  Statutes. 

Asmtant  Secretary  John  M,   Reynolds   to   the    Commmioner  of   Femioni, 

January  23  ^  1897. 

Claimant,  late  of  Company  K,  Fifty-fourth  Pennsylvania  Infantry, 
filed  his  declaration  under  the  act  of  June  27, 1890  (No.  866,163),  on 
November  2,  1894.  The  claim  was  rejected  November  18,  1895,  on  the 
ground  that  claimant  voluntarily  rendered  service  in  the  Confederate 
States  army.  Additional  evidence  was  filed,  and  an  indorsement  on 
the  jacket  shows  that  such  evidence  was  not  considered  sufficient  to  | 
warrant  change  of  action.  An  appeal  is  now  filed  December  5, 1896, 
on  the  ground  of  error  in  law,  and  the  decision  of  the  Pension  Bureau  | 
is  based  upon  the  opinion  in  the  Rainey  appeal  (8  P.  D.,  77). 

The  prisoner  of  war  records  show  claimant  captured  at  Cedar  Creek 
October  19, 1864;  brought  to  Lynchburg  October  23, 1864;  sent  to  Salis- 
bury, N.  C,  November  4,  1864;  paroled  at  Northeast  Ferry,  N.  C,  1 
February  26,  1865.  He  was  transferred  to  Company  B,  Fifty-fourth 
Pennsylvania  Infantry,  in  February,  1865,  was  furloughed  for  thirty 
days,  returned  to  duty,  and  was  honorably  discharged  May  31,  1865. 
The  prisoner  of  war  records  contain  the  statement 

joined  the  rebel  army  while  a  prisoner  of  war  at  Salisbury,  N.  C. 

No  date  is  given. 

Claimant  swears  that  he  was  taken  to  Salisbury,  N.  C,  and  remained    i 
there  some  six  weeks;  that  thinking  he  might  have  a  chance  to  escape 
to  the  Union  .lines,  he,  with  others,  accepted  an  invitation  of  the  rebel    I 
authorities  to  enlist ;  that  they  were  taken  to  Florence,  N.  C,  and  kept    ( 
there  for  some  six  weeks;  that  when  offered  enlistment  at  Salisbury  he 
stated  that  he  was  a  foreigner,  which  was  evidenced  by  the  fact  that 
he  could  speak  in  the  German  tongue,  but  when  at  Florence,  finding  he 
had  no  chance  of  escape,  he  acknowledged  that  he  was  a  Pennsylvanian, 
and  was  then  put  back  into  prison  and  kept  there  until  paroled.    The 
evidence  further  shows  that  but  three  of  claimant's  company  were  taken 
prisoners  at  Cedar  Creek,  one  of  them,  Lotzer,  dying  at  Salisbury.    The 
other  comrade,  Willoughby,  sweaxft\ 
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My  recollection  is  very  dear  that  he  SAid  that  if  we  went  ont  with  them  we  ooold 
make  our  escape  to  onr  lines. 

Claimaiit  swears  that  he  never  joined  any  company  or  regiment,  never 
took  the  oath  of  allegiance,  bore  arms,  or  did  any  duty  whatever  in  the 
Confederate  service. 

A  special  report  from  the  War  Department  discloses  the  fact  that  the 
record  of  enlistment  of  claimant  in  the  Confederate  service  is  taken  from 
what  is  known  as  the  Moses  Palmer  list,  which  was  a  record  kept  by 
one  Moses  Palmer,  of  Lynn,  Mass.,  purporting  to  contain  a  list  of  Union 
prisoners  of  war  who  enlisted  at  Salisbury,  N.  C;  that  said  list  is  unof- 
ficial, and  is  not  considered  authentic,  unless  the  same  is  confirmed  by 
some  other  record.  The  Confederate  record  shows  that  one  G.  L.  Henry 
was  enlisted  at  Florence,  N".  C,  December  10,  1864,  by  Lieutenant  Bar- 
rett, Second  Foreign  Legion,  Confederate  States  Army,  to  serve  three 
years,  and  was  reported  present  December  27,  1864.  The  War  Depart- 
ment states  that  it  can  not  be  determined  by  the  records  on  file  as  to 
whether  or  not  the  G.  L.  Henry  is  identical  with  claimant. 

Two  facts  are  clearly  apparent  upon  a  review  of  the  record :  First, 
that  the  War  Department  is  not  willing  to  hold  upon  the  record  that 
claimant  ever  enlisted  in  the  Confederate  army;  and,  second,  that  the 
Moses  Palmer  list  must  be  confirmed  by  some  other  record',  which  in 
the  case  at  bar  is  not  so  confirmed.  Claimant  can  not,  therefore,  be 
held  on  the  record  to  have  been  in  the  Confederate  service.  Now,  tak- 
ing into  consideration  the  record  as  it  appears  in  the  light  of  claimant's 
admissions,  and  looking  at  the  case  from  its  worst  side,  viz,  that  claim- 
ant was  actually  enrolled  in  the  Confederate  service,  how  does  it  affect 
his  status  ?  He  shows  by  the  testimony  of  the  only  comrade  possible 
(Lotzer  having  died  in  prison)  that  he  offered  to  enlist  for  the  express 
purpose  of  escape  to  the  Union  lines,  and  the  record  shows  that  he  was 
in  February,  1865,  paroled  as  a  prisoner  of  war.  It  would  certainly  be 
a  strange  procedure  for  the  Confederates  to  parole  into  the  Union  lines 
one  who  was  an  enlisted  man  in  their  service.  The  fact  of  claimant's 
parole  is  strongly  corroborative  of  claimant's  version  of  the  affair,  that 
he  never  did  enlist  in  the  Confederate  service,  but  that  when  his  real 
identity  was  discovered  he  was  again  put  into  prison.  Why  should  he 
be  put  into  prison  and  held  as  a  prisoner  of  war  if  he  was  in  the  Con- 
federate service. 

I  held  in  the  Bainey  appeal  that  the  presumption  that  one  volunta- 
rily aided  and  abetted  the  rebellion  might  be  overthrown  by  proof  that 
it  was  the  intent  by  enlisting  to  escape  into  the  Union  lines. 

The  case  at  bar  is  a  much  stronger  case  than  the  one  cited,  for  in  the 
Bainey  case  claimant  did  not  return  to  the  Federal  array  until  the  war 
was  practically  over,  and  it  was,  moreover,  not  shown  under  what  cir- 
cumstances Bainey  returned  to  his  commaiid^  \)\sAi  Vcl  \3tL^  ^;i.^^  n^ixA^x 
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consideration  the  record  shows  that  claimant  was  paroled  into  the  Fed- 
eral army  as  a  prisoner  of  war,  and  that  he  rejoined  his  command  and 
was  honorably  discharged  therefrom.  The  record  is  strongly  corrobo- 
rative of  claimant's  statements,  and  he  appears  to  have  furnished,  as  to 
his  intent  in  offering  to  enlist  in  the  Confederate  States  army,  all  the 
proof  of  which  the  case  is  susceptible.  He  endeavored  to  escape  to 
the  Union  lines  by  a  subterfuge,  and  when  he  found  escape  impossible 
admitted  his  identity,  and  was  again  imprisoned  until  paroled  as  a  pri^ 
oner  of  war.  Cases  like  the  one  at  bar  must  be  judged  b}'  the  facts  and 
circumstances  surrounding  each  particular  case,  and  it  will  not  be  error 
in  passing  upon  this  claim  to  inquire  into  this  soldier's  past  military 
history. 

He  enlisted  in  the  Fifty-fourth  Pennsylvania  Volunteers  on  Novem- 
ber 29,  1861.  He  was  taken  prisoner  at  Little  Cacapon,  Va.,  October 
4, 1862 ;  was  paroled  by  the  Confederates  at  City  Point  November  30, 
1862 ;  was  wounded  in  the  right  hand  at  the  battle  of  Snickers  Gap, 
Ya.,  July  18,  1864,  and  was  again  taken  prisoner,  as  above  recited,  at 
Cedar  Creek.  There  is  no  record  of  his  being  absent  from  the  dat€  of 
his  enlistment,  November  29,  1861,  until  his  discharge.  May  31, 1865. 
other  than  as  above  recited,  except  on  August  31,  1864,  he  was  on  vet- 
eran furlough.  I  am  convinced,  upon  a  careful  review  of  the  case,  that 
the  statement 

joined  the  rebel  army  while  a  prisoner  of  war  at  Salisbury,  N.  C, 

which  appears  to  emanate  from  a  private  record  not  accepted  as  authen- 
tic by  the  War  Department,  is  as  fully  explained  by  claimant  as  the 
facts  are  susceptible  of,  and  that  it  can  not  be  concluded  upon  the  evi- 
dence that  claimant  ever 

in  any  manner  voluntarily  engaged  in  or  aided  or  abetted  the  late  rebellion. 

The  most  that  can  be  said  is  that  while  a  prisoner  in  the  hands  of  the 
enemy  he  resorted  to  a  subterfuge  with  the  express  and  avowed  intent 
to  escape  to  the  Union  lines,  and  when  it  was  evident  to  him  that  the 
subterfuge  was  of  no  avail  he  admitted  his  identity  and  paid  the  pen- 
alty of  resorting  to  a  deception,  attempted  with  a  lawful  and  loyal  pui^ 
pose.  Claimant's  whole  military  history. is  strongly  in  his  favor,  and  I 
believe  that  he  has  proved  his  status  by  all  of  the  evidence  that  the 
case  appears  to  be  susceptible  of. 

By  reason  of  the  above,  I  hold  that  claimant  does  not  fall  within  the 
prohibition  of  section  4716,  Revised  Statutes. 

The  action  appealed  from  is  reversed. 
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discharge-twenty-second  article  of  avar— mutineer. 

Makgaretha  Arendes. 

.  The  twenty-second  article  of  war  goes  to  the  measure  of  pnoiahment  that  may  be 
inflicted  upon  a  mutineer,  bat  does  not  go  to  a  question  of  discharge. 

.  A  mutineer  may  be  discharged  under  the  fourth  article  of  war,  and  in  the  absence  of 
express  recitals  such  dischaiige  is  not  equivalent  to  an  honorable  discharge,  for  a 
discharge  may  not  be  technically  either  honorable  or  dishonorable.  (Op.  of  Judge 
Adv.  Gen.,  dated  Ma^ch  21,  1892.)  Case  of  George  W.  Fieck  (7  P.  D.,  MS)  reaf- 
firmed. 

ls»istant    Secretary  John    M,   Reynolds   to   the    Commissioner    of  Pensimu, 

January  2S,  1897. 

In  the  within  claim  (No.  631,783)  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890, 
laimant  filed  her  application  on  April  11,  1896,  and  her  claim  was 
ejected  June  3,  1896,  on  the  ground  that  soldier  was  never  honorabh' 
ischarged  from  the  service,  and  an  appeal  is  filed  December  17,  1896, 
Ueging  error  in  law. 

It  is  admitted  that  soldier,  Frank  C.  Arendes,  late  of  Company  I, 
'ifth  Missouri  Cavalry,  was  discharged  or  mustered  out  on  September 
5,  1862,  in  pursuance  to  an  order  of  General  Schofield — 

Y  reason  of  the  mutinous  conduct  and  disaffection  of  a  majority  of  the  members  of  his 
>inpany. 

The  appeal  herein  is  based  upon  two  propositions — first,  that  Article 

V  of  the  Articles  of  War  provides  that — 

o  dischaige  shall  be  given  to  any  enlisted  man  before  his  term  of  service  has  expireil, 
Kcept  by  order  of  the  President,  the  Secretary  of  War,  the  commanding  officer  of  the 
ejM&rtment,  or  by  the  sentence  of  the  general  oourt-martial, 

.nd  that  the  twenty-second  article  of  the  Articles  of  War  provides — 

bat  any  officer  or  soldier  who  begins,  executes,  causes,  or  joins  in  any  mutiny  or  sedi- 
ton  of  any  troop,  battery,  company,  party,  post,  attachment,  or  guard  shall  suffer  death, 
r  such  other  punishment  as  the  court-martial  may  direct; 

hat  by  reason  of  the  foregoing  the  power  to  punish  or  discharge  in 
ase  of  mutiny  is  taken  away  from  all  persons  and  is  vested  solely  in  a 
ourt-martial.  The  second  issue  is  based  upon  the  proposition  that 
\,  discharge  from  the  service  must  either  be  honorable  or  dishonorable. 
t  can  not  be  both,  nor  can  it  be  a  compromise  between  them,  and  in 
►rder  to  have  been  a  dishonorable  discharge  this  man  must  necessarily 
lave  been  tried  by  a  court-martial  and  convicted  of  the  offense  charged. 
It  is  readily  seen  that  the  second  proposition  is  necessarily  dependent 
ipon  the  soundness  of  the  firat,  which  is,  in  short,  that  no  power  but  a 
»urt-martial  can  discharge  a  soldier  for  mutiny,  and  this  under  Article 
tXn  of  the  Articles  of  War. 
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The  fault  of  attorney's  argument  rests  upon  the  fact  that  he  propoees 
to  read  into  the  said  article  of  war  the  word  "discharge,"  when  there 
is  no  authority  for  such  an  interpolation.     The  article  in  question  sim- 
ply goes  to  the  infliction  of  the  death  penalty,  "or  such  other  punigb- 
ment  as  the  court-martial  shall  direct,"  in  the  case  of  a  mutineer.   It 
goes  wholly  to  the  measure  of  punishment  that  may  be  inflicted  upon 
a  mutineer  and  not  to  the  question  of  discharge.     But  in  the  case  at 
bar  the  question  is  neither  one  of  punishment  nor  measure  of  punish- 
ment.    It  is  simply  one  of  discharge,  the  reason  for  such  discharge 
being  mutiny  on  the  part  of  claimant's  husband.    Article  lY  provides 
who  may  discharge  a  soldier  before  his  term  of  enlistment  has  expired, 
and  Article  XXII  provides  the  measure  of  punishment  that  a  court- 
martial  may  inflict  upon  a  mutineer.     The  Government,  through  its 
officials,  did  not  attempt  to  punish  soldier  for  mutiny.     That  phase  of 
the  subject  does  not  appear  to  have  been  entertained.     The  proper  offi- 
cials did,  however,  by  Special  Field  Orders,  No.  1,  headquarters  District 
of  Missouri,  dated  September  20, 1862,  discharge  soldier,  and  the  proper 
official  had  authority  to  so  discharge  him  under  Article  lY. 

The  attorney  herein  cites  the  Nessel  appeal  (7  P.  D.,  196)  and  claims 
that  the  Secretary  admits  therein  that  a 

discharge  for  mutiny,  issued  under  conditions  identical  with  this  caae,  is  not  a  dnhoo- 
orable  discharge, 

and  asks  how  it  can  be  concluded  otherwise  than  that  if  a  discharge  is 
not  dishonorable  it  must  be  honorable.  The  query  may  be  answered 
by  quoting  the  words  of  the  Judge-Advocate-General,  as  used  in  the 
Bulger  case,  and  dated  March  21,  1892 : 

There  is,  however,  a  discharge  which  is  not  honorable  nor  in  its  technical  sense  dis- 
honorable. In  this  class  is  the  sammary  discharge  before  expiration  of  term  of  aerm 
of  the  enlisted  man  who  by  some  fault  of  his  has  disqualified  himself  to  fulfill  his  obli- 
gations to  the  United  States.  ^  *  ^  In  fact,  it  is  now  recognized  that  there  is  a  kisd 
of  discharge  which  is  neither  '* honorable''  nor  ''dishonorable,"  but  most  bedftsi&d 
by  itself. 

The  principles  herein  stated  were  promulgated  by  Circular  No.  9,  i 
1893,  Headquarters  of  the  Army,  and  were  affirmed  by  the  Acting  Sec- 
retary of  War. 

It  is  accordingly  held  that  the  fact  that  soldier  was  not  tried  by  a 
court-martial  is  not  pertinent  to  the  issue  herein,  he  having  been  dis- 
charged under  the  fourth  article  of  war,  and  that  such  discharge  was 
not  an  honorable  discharge  by  reason  of  the  holding  in  the  Bulger  case. 
The  opinion  in  the  Fleck  appeal  (7  P.  D.,  343),  which  embraces  the  lasl 
issue  discussed  herein,  is  hereby  reaffirmed. 

The  action  appealed  from  is  affirmed. 
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attorney8hip-appba1.8, 

John  Smith  (claimant). 

J.   H.   ShEPAKD   &   Co.    (ATTOKNEys). 

^liere  a  claim  under  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  has  heen  rejected  and  the  attorney  therein 
faUs  to  appeal  another  attorney  ii?ho  filed  a  new  declaration  after  said  rejection  may 
be  Tcoognized  for  the  purpose  of  entering  an  appeal  from  the  rejection  of  the  first 
daim,  thongh  he  had  no  specific  power  of  attorney  to  appear  in  such  rejected  claim, 
for  the  reason  that  being  the  attorney  in  the  second  claim,  it  was  his  dnty  to  secure 
allowance  of  pension  from  the  earliest  date  to  which  claimant  was  entitled. 

Assistant    Secretary  John   M.   Reynolds   to   the    Commissioner    of  PensumSy 

January  SO,  1897. 

J.  H.  Shepard  &  Co.,  of  Oakland,  Cal.,  December  23,  1896,  appealed 
in  the  matter  of  recognition  in  the  claim  (No.  845,707)  for  pension 
under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  of  John  Smith. 

April  8,  1896,  the  claim  was  rejected  upon  the  ground  of  no  ratable 
disability.  John  Wedderburn,  of  Washington,  D.  C,  the  attorney  of 
record,  was  notified  of  this  action  on  May  9,  1895,  but  he  took  no  fur- 
ther action. 

The  appellant  October  3,  1895,  filed  a  new  declaration,  and  on  Sep- 
tember 25,  1896,  entered  an  appeal  from  the  action  of  the  Bureau  of 
April  8,  1895,  rejecting  the  original  claim. 

They  have  been  denied  recognition  upon  the  ground  that  said  power 
gave  them  no  rights  in  the  original  claim;  hence  this  appeal. 

In  the  case  of  Thomas  Bean  (7  P.  D.,  527)  rules  were  laid  down  oper- 
ating to  unite  claims  filed  under  the  second  section  of  the  act  of  June 
27,  1890,  in  behalf  of  a  soldier.  The  only  exception  to  these  rules  is 
founded  upon  absence  of  notice  to  attorneys  entitled  to  the  require- 
ments of  the  case.  So  far  has  this  unity  of  claims  been  carried  tliat  in 
the  case  of  Patrick  McEneany  (8  P.  D.,  206)  upon  reiesue  to  correct 
date  of  allowance  of  pension  a  fee  was  denied  Harvey  Spalding  &  Sons 
upon  the  ground  that  as  they  were  allowed  a  fee  on  the  original  issue 
they  were  not  on  said  reissue  entitled  to  another,  as  the  obligations  of 
the  original  attorney  devolved  upon  them  to  perform,  as  also  his  serv- 
ices inured  to  their  benefit. 

So  where  the  Bureau  failed  to  notify  attorneys  when  entitled,  it  was 
held  that  claims  filed  by  different  attorneys  in  behalf  of  the  same  indi- 
vidual under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  may  not  unite;  and  where  an 
attorney  complied  with  the  rules  he  would  be  entitled  to  a  fee  upon 
reissue  to  correct  date  of  commencement  of  pension,  he  not  having  been 
allowed  a  fee  on  any  other  issue.  (See  case  of  John  T.  Clark,  commu- 
nication of  January  10,  1897.) 

If  peuBion  be  allowed  in  this  case  it  v^ould  Wi^n  ewoi^  >«NJQc&s>l  **^^ 
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class  enumerated  in  the  act  of  Congress  approved  March  6, 1896,  which 
provides  that  under  the  conditions  arising  upon  the  allowance  of  this 
claim  pension  shall  comn^ence  from  the  date  of  filing  the  original  decla- 
ration if  it  be  determined  that  a  ratable  degree  of  disability  then  existed. 
So  in  view  of  that  act  it  must  be  admitted  that  the  action  of  rejection 
in  this  case  under  its  present  condition  is  not  final,  and  that  pension 
may  be  allowed  to  commence  from  the  filing  of  the  original  declaration. 

It  is  incumbent  upon  the  appellant  to  obtain  the  allowance  of  pension 
at  the  earliest  date  to  which  the  claimant  is  entitled,  and  he  is  at  liberty 
to  accomplish  this  either  by  prosecuting  the  pending  claim  to  adjudica- 
tion and  then  file  an  application  for  rerating  or  enter  an  appeal  from  the 
action  rejecting  the  original  claim.  If  an  appeal  should  result  in  the 
allowance  of  the  claim,  his  services  would  be  completed  and  he  would 
perform  all  that  his  contract  requires  of  him. 

The  appellant  has  seen  fit  to  enter  an  appeal  from  the  action  of 
rejection  of  April  8,  1895.  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  he  has  been  duly 
authorized  by  the  claimant  to  do  so,  and,  furthermore,  that  he  should 
be  recognized  for  that  purpose. 

For  the  foregoing  reasons  the  action  of  the  Bureau  is  overruled. 


I 


dbpendence-act  june  «7,  1890-meax8  of  support. 

Abigail  Zuern  (widow). 

A  widow  possessed  of  a  principal  sum  of  $3,200,  from  which  she  derives  an  inoomeof 
$23  moDthly,  is  not  within  the  terms  of  the  third  section  of  the  act  of  June  27, 1S9().     ( 
Cases  of  Lewis  (6  P.  D.,  294)  and  Klein  (7  P.  D.,  278)  cited  and  followed. 

Assistant    Secretary  John   M.   Reynolds   to    the    Commissioner   of  Pensiom. 

January  SO,  1897. 

This  is  an  appeal,  filed  December  9,  1896,  from  the  rejection,  March 
6,  1896,  of  a  claim  (No.  661,943)  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  by  the 
widow  of  Daniel  Zuern,  late  of  Company  F,  One  hundred  ajid  fourth 
Pennsylvania  Infantry,  a  declaration  having  been  filed  October  14, 1892. 

It  is  admitted  by  claimant  that  she  is  possessed  of  property^  worth 
(3,200,  which  yields  an  income  of  $23  a  month,  but  it  is  contended  that 
this  sum  is  not  sufficient  for  her  maintenance,  she  being  over  75  years 
of  age  and  feeble. 

The  law  does  not  accord  one  a  sufficient  sum  for  maintenance;  it  doee 
not  accord  one  a  support ;  it  allows  a  specified  sum  if  certain  conditions 
precedent  are  shown,  prominent  among  which  are  that  claimant  is  with* 
out  other  means  of  support  than  her  daily  labor.  A  strict  construction 
of  this  statute  would  make  it  mcxxxoX^XLt  \.q  \\q\^  \k^l  \£  qua  had  anv 
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income  whatever  outside  of  the  proceeds  of  her  daily  labor  she  would 
not  be  entitled  to  the  benefits  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890.  It  is  not 
and  has  not  been  believed  that  such  was  the  intent  of  Congress.  In 
the  L«ewis  appeal  (6  P.  D.,  294)  my  predecessor  held: 

Where  the  inoome,  aside  from  the  proceeds  of  daily  labor,  is  a  comparatively  small 
And  insignificant  part  of  the  necessary  expenses  of  living  it  should  not  be  taken  into 
JK;coant. 

In  applying  the  rule  thus  laid  down,  I  held  in  the  Klein  appeal 
(7  P.  D.,  278)— 

that  when  a  widow  is  shown  to  have  an  income  considerably  in  excess  of  the  pension 
provided  by  the  third  section  of  said  act  from  sources  independent  of  her  daily  labor 
she  does  not  occupy  a  pensionable  status  thereunder. 

I  believe  that  the  two  quotations  cited  express  the  intent  of  Congress 
as  near  as  such  intent  can  be  gathered  from  the  act,  and  consequently 
hold  that  claimant  is  not  entitled  to  the  benefits  of  the  act  in  question. 

The  action  appealed  from  is  affirmed. 


incrbase-helpless  minor— act  june  «7,  1890-commencement. 

Sarah  L.  Zimmerman  (widow). 

1.  During  the  life  of  a  widow  pensioner^  who  has  not  remarried^  no  minor  has  any  pen- 

sionable rights,  and  the  only  allowance  that  can  be  made  on  aoconnt  of  a  helpless 
minor  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  in  snch  a  case,  is  the  continuance  of  the  $2 
increase  to  the  widow,  and  she  alone  can  apply  for  and  obtain  it. 

2.  Commencement  of  increase  of  a  widow's  pension  on  account  of  an  insane  or  helpless 

minor  must  be  from  the  date  of  filing  a  proper  application  by  the  widow,  and  can 
not  date  from  the  filing  of  a  power  of  attorney  from  the  widow. 

Assistant  Secretary  John   M.   Reynolds    to    the    Commissioner  of   Pensions^ 

January  30^  1897, 

Pension  was  granted  in  1890,  under  the  general  law,  to  Sarah  L. 
Zimmerman  as  widow  of  William  H.  Zimmerman,  late  of  Company  C, 
First  Ohio  Heavy  Artillery,  by  certificate  No.  277,916.  The  pension 
commenced  from  September  12,  1877,  with  increase  for  five  minor  chil- 
dren. Of  these  children  Amanda  B.  was  the  oldest,  and  became  sixteen 
years  of  age  April  19,  1882.  Under  an  application  filed  April  1,  1896, 
the  increase  of  $2  per  month  on  account  of  said  child,  Amanda  B.,  has 
been  continued  to  the  widow  from  that  date,  by  virtue  of  the  proviso 
to  the  third  section  of  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  said  child  being  imbecile, 
deformed,  and  permanently  helpless. 

An  appeal  filed  December  28,  1896,  by  T.  W.  Tallmadge,  attorney, 
contends  that  thie  continuance  of  increase  on  aecaowxiX.  Oil  ^\^  V^^e^^^'s. 
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minor  should  have  commenced  from  an  earlier  date.  The  basis  of  t^is 
contention  is  as  follows :  A  power  of  attorney  from  the  widow  pensdoner 
to  said  attorney  was  filed  May  16,  1894,  in  which  it  was  stated  that  a& 
application  had  been  filed  by  her,  through  him,  October  8,  1892,  for  tlie 
purpose  of  having  the  increase  on  account  of  the  helpless  minor  paid 
to  her,  and  this  power  of  attorney  was  filed  for  the  purpose  of  having 
said  attorney  prosecute  that  claim.  It  is  contended  in  the  appeal  that 
the  $2  per  month  increase  should  be  paid  from  the  date  of  filing  that 
power  of  attorney.  It  is  not  claimed  that  such  increase  should  be  paid 
from  October  8,  1892,  when  the  application  is  alleged  to  have  been 
filed,  because  the  attorney  had  been  informed  by  the  Bureau  that  such 
application  had  not  been  found  on  file,  or  of  record  therein,  and  that 
fact  seems  to  have  been  acquiesced  in  as  conclusive  against  paying  pen- 
sion from  that  date.  But  it  is  urged  that  the  power  of  attorney  was 
sufficient  to  show  the  desire  and  intention  of  the  widow  to  claim  the 
increase,  and  to  justify  paying  the  same  from  the  date  of  filing  said 
power  of  attorney  even  though  the  formal  application  could  not  be 
found. 

A  further  fact  in  the  case  is  this :  That  an  application  by  the  help- 
less child  herself  was  filed  September  22,  1894,  asking  the  payment  to 
her  of  the  $2  per  month  increase,  in  pursuance  of  the  provisions  of  the 
statute.  But  this  claim  was  rejected  on  the  ground  that  the  child  had 
no  title,  the  widow  being  alive,  unmarried,  and  a  pensioner,  and  entitled 
to  all  pension  on  account  of  said  child.  It  is  urged  in  the  appeal  that 
if  the  date  of  filing  the  power  of  attorney  may  not  be  taken  as  the  time 
of  commencement  of  the  increase,  then  this  application  by  the  helpless 
child,  which  makes  all  essential  averments,  is  a  sufficient  basis  for 
allowance  of  said  increase,  and  payment  should  oommenoe  from  the 
date  of  filing  the  same. 

Respecting  these  contentions  of  the  appeal  the  following  statement, 
signed  by  the  Chief  of  the  Board  of  Review,  gives  the  position  of  the 
Bureau  thereon : 

The  action  appealed  from  is  adhered  to.  i 

The  recoi-ds  of  the  Bureau  fail  to  show  that  an  application  was  filed  by  the  widow, 
October  8,  1892,  for  continuance  of  the  $2  increase  on  account  of  the  helpless  mioor.    | 
The  paper  filed  May  16,  1894,  is  a  simple  power  of  attorney,  acknowledged  before  a 
proper  officer  but  not  sworn  to,  and  in  the  absence  of  an  existing  fonnal  dedamiioD    | 
there  is  nothing  for  it  to  rest  on  or  act  upon.  . 

The  paper  filed  September  22,  1894,  is  a  claim  for  minor's  pension,  executed  b;  tbe 
minor  herself,  and  this  was  properly  rejected  because  the  widow  was  living,  a  pensioner 
and  not  remarried. 

During  the  life  of  the  widow  pensioner,  not  remarried,  no  minor  has  any  pensioiiable  I 
rights.  The  only  allowance  that  could  be  made  on  account  of  a  helpless  minor  is  the  ] 
continuance  of  the  $2  increase,  and  this  is  appurtenant  to  the  widow's  title,  and  sbe 
only  can  apply  for  and  obtain  it.  The  paper  filed  April  1,  1896,  is  a  proper  appliea^w 
by  Uie  widow  pensioner  for  the  itvcxeaefc,  Mid  it'v^a  ^TO\jerly  recognized  by  aUowance 
ol  the  supplemental  certificate  at  ^"i  'per  nioi^VXi. 
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This  statement  is  a  proper  determination  of  the  merits  of  the  appeal 
4»i  the  ieucts  in  the  case.  The  statute  itself  (the  proviso  of  the  third 
section  of  the  act  of  June  27, 1890)  declares  that  the  increase  on  account 
of  a  helpless  minor  may  be  paid  to  the  widow  from  the  date  of  filing  an 
application  therefor  by  her.  No  application,  filed  October  8,  1892,  as 
Alleged,  having  been  found  of  record,  that  date  can  not,  of  course,  be 
considered  in  commencing  such  payment.  The  power  of  attorney  can 
mot  by  any  stretch  of  construction  be  considered  an  application,  or  be 
made  the  basis  for  commencing  the  payment.  And  the  application  by 
the  helpless  child  can  not  be  taken  as  a  substitute  for  an  application 
l>y  the  widow,  who  only  is  entitled.  As  well  might  an  application  by 
Any  other  person  be  considered  sufficient,  to  say  nothing  of  the  doubt 
of  the  competency  of  said  child  to  make  an  application  at  all,  in  view  of 
lier  condition,  as  shown  by  medical  examination. 

The  application  of  the  widow,  filed  April  1,  1896,  is  the  only  paper 
on  which  payment  of  the  increase  could  be  properly  made.  There  is 
no  doubt  of  the  correctness  of  the  action  of  the  Bureau  in  the  prem- 
ises. The  appeal  is  therefore  overruled  as  without  force  or  legal  foun- 
dation. 


practice— rates-disability. 

Charles  Yokel. 

1.  Rule  6  of  the  second  division  of  the  roles  of  practice  has  no  application  to  cases  where 

the  rate  fixed  is  the  resnlt  of  jadjcment  on  the  evidence,  hat  was  only  designed  to 
apply  to  errors  patent  on  the  face  of  the  record  and  which  would  he  naturally  cor- 
rected by  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  when  his  attention  was  called  to  the  error 
by  the  claimant. 

2.  The  evidence  in  this  case  fairly  shows  that  claimant  is  so  disabled  as  to  entitle  him 

to  the  maximum  rate  allowed  by  section  2  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  and  that  said 
condition  existed  at  date  of  filing  his  application,  November  8,  1895. 

Assistant   Secretary  John    M,   Reynolds  to    the    Commissioner   of   Pensions, 

Jannary  30,  1897. 

Claimant,  by  his  attorneys,  on  January  2,  1897,  appealed  from  the 
action  of  your  Bureau  of  August  15,  1896,  rejecting  so  much  of  his 
claim  (Certificate  No.  415,304)  filed  November  8,  1895,  under  section  2 
of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  as  was  based  upon  piles,  rupture  of  left 
side,  and  debility  from  age  on  the  ground  of  ^'no  disability ''  and  rating 
him  but  $8  per  month  for  rheumatism  and  disease  of  heart. 

The  contention  of  claimant  is  that  as  he  is  rated  $8  for  rheumatism 
under  the  old  law,  and  as  his  disabilities  claimed  under  the  act  of  June 
27,  1890,  include  other  material  disabilities,  he  is  entitled  to  more  than 
$8  per  month  under  said  act. 
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Your  Bureau  contends  that  the  case  should  be  dismissed  under  nle  ! 
6,  second  division  of  rules  of  practice,  as  his  claim  under  the  act  of 
June  27,  1890,  has  been  adjudicated  at  $8  per  month,  the  same  rate  be 
is  now  receiving  under  the  old  law,  and  that  election  by  claimant  was 
requested,  but  that  instead  of  electing  he  did  nothing,  while  his  attor- 
neys, without  having  presented  the  facts  before  your  Bureau  with  a 
view  to  reconsideration,  appeal  from  the  rating  under  the  act  of  June 
27,  1890. 

I  am  of  the  opinion  that  more  is  involved  in  this  appeal  than  the 
mere  question  of  rating,  viz,  your  rejection  of  so  much  of  his  claim  as 
was  based  upon  piles,  rupture  of  left  side,  and  debility  from  old  age. 
But  independent  of  this  question,  it  may  be  stated  as  a  general  proposi- 
tion that  rule  6  of  second  division  of  the  rules  of  practice,  which  pro- 
vides that — 

if,  upon  the  issae  of  certificate  of  pensioD,  the  applicant  claims  that  error  eziste  w  to 
the  rate  of  his  pension,  he  should  present  the  facts  to  the  Bureau  of  Pensions,  and  an 
appeal  will  not  be  entertained  in  snch  cases  until  after  adverse  action  thereon  has  been 
taken  by  said  Bureau, 

was  never  intended  to  apply  except  in  cases  of  such  errors  of  rating  as 
were  patent  upon  their  face  and  which  would  naturally  be  corrected  by 
the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  upon  his  attention  being  called  to  the 
error.  In  such  cases  it  is  but  justice  to  the  Commissioner  to  have  his 
attention  called  to  error  by  the  claimant,  and  he  be  given  the  opportu- 
nity to  make  the  necessary  correction  before  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
be  called  upon  to  pass  upon  the  question  on  appeal.  It  is  also  to  the 
interest  of  claimant  in  securing  the  prompt  action  of  your  Bureau,  and 
thus  avoid  the  unnecessary  expense  and  time  of  an  appeal. 

But  where  the  determination  of  the  rate  is  the  result  of  judgment  on 
the  evidence,  and  not  merely  the  result  of  a  clerical  mistake,  the  rule 
has  no  application  and  was  not  designed  to  apply. 

The  appeal  will,  therefore,  be  considered  on  its  merits. 

It  appears  from  the  records  of  the  case  that  claimant,  who  was  in 
receipt  of  an  old-law  pension  at  $8  on  account  of  rheumatism  and  result- 
ing disease  of  heart  and  injury  to  left  testicle  of  service  origin,  filed  his 
application  for  pension  under  the  provisions  of  section  2  of  the  act  of 
June  27,  1890,  on  November  8,  1896,  in  which  he  alleged  that  he  was 
totally  disqualified  from  earning  a  support  by  manual  labor  by  reason 
of  rheumatism,  disease  of  heart,  piles,  rupture  of  left  side,  and  debility 
from  age.  He  was  medically  examined  under  said  application  by  the 
board  at  Chicago,  111.,  May  18,  1896,  when  the  board  reported  his  pulse 
rate  as  84 ;  respiration,  18;  temperature,  98^ ;  height,  5  feet  2J  inches; 
weight,  165  pounds,  and  age,  67  years.  They  report  as  iio  rheumatism 
that  they  find  crepitus  in  shoulder,  wrist,  and  knee  joints ;  left  leg 
measures  16  inches;  right  log,  \\\  me\\fe?v\  ty^\>  ^Tta.  xcL-^-^sjires  12 
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Inches;  left  arm,  11 J  inches;  stiffness  of  knee  and  shoulder  joints; 
vnable  to  raise  his  right  arm  above  his  head ;  pain  in  lumbar  regions 
^pon  bending  back ;  unable  to  touch  floor  with  finger  tips ;  no  enlarge- 
:inents  of  joints.  They  report  as  to  condition  of  heart  that  the  area  of 
<?ardiac  dullness  is  3  by  4  inches ;  apex  beat  located  1  inch  below  left 
nipple,  purring  murmur,  terminating  with  first  sound  and  best  heard 
1  inch  below  left  nipple ;  slight  oedema  of  lower  limbs. 

They  also  report  varicocele  of  left  side  of  scrotum,  mass  the  size  of 
SkU.  English  walnut;  sight  ^^7  improved  with  glasses  to  fj ;  claimant 
feeble ;  marked  general  debility;  and  they  certify  that  he  is  so  disabled 
from  rheumatism  and  general  debility  as  to  be  incapable  for  the  per- 
formance of  manual  labor.  They  found  no  evidence  of  piles  or  rupture 
aind  no  evidence  of  vicious  habits.  This  board  rate  him  J  |  for  rheuma- 
tism, ^  for  disease  of  heart,  j\  for  disease  of  eyes,  -f^  for  varicocele,  and 
tV  ^^^  general  debility. 

claimant  was  discharged  from  his  first  service  April  19,  1862,  from 
Judiciary  Square  Hospital,  Washington,  D.  C,  on  surgeon^s  certificate 
of  disability  for  chronic  rheumatism,  and  although  he  reentered  the 
service  as  a  member  of  Company  K,  Fourth  New  York  Cavalry,  he 
was  soon  transferred  to  Company  H,  Eighteenth  Eegiment  Veteran 
Reserve  Corps,  where  he  served  until  honorably  discharged,  July  25, 
1865.  His  rheumatism  has  continued  since  discharge  and  he  has  been 
pensioned  therefor  since  date  of  discharge. 

Dr.  Schmidt  testified  April  28,  1893,  that  he  had  treated  claimant  for 
the  last  six  years  for  rheumatism,  and  that  he  was  then  not  able  to  do 
any  labor  at  all;  that  he  was  getting  worse  and  his  eyesight  was  failing. 
In  a  former  affidavit,  in  1892,  he  testified  to  claimant's  disabled  condi- 
tion for  the  last  six  years,  and  that  he  was  not  able  to  do  any  work 
and  never  would  be. 

Edward  Ord  and  John  Hawkes  testify  in  an  affidavit  filed  in  1894 
that  they  had  known  claimant  for  the  past  fourteen  years,  during  which 
time  he  had  not  been  able  to  earn  a  support  by  manual  labor  by  reason 
of  being  crippled  with  rheumatism ;  that  he  is  often  compelled  to  use 
crutches  and  always  a  cane  in  order  to  get  around,  and  that  he  com- 
plained of  a  complication  of  troubles. 

Dr.  Charles  Eberlein,  in  1887,  and  Dr.  Frank  E.  Maxham,  in  1888, 
testified  to  having  .treated  claimant  since  1880  and  1885,  respectively, 
and  to  his  inability  to  perform  manual  labor.  Other  witnesses  testify 
to  claimant's  disabled  condition  and  good  habits. 

The  medical  examinations  since  1888  tend  to  show  a  constant  increase 
of  his  disabled  condition. 

I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  evidence  in  this  case  fairly  shows  that 
claimant  is  so  disabled  as  to  entitle  him  to  the  maximum  rate  allowed 
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by  section  2  of  the  act  of  Jane  27, 1890,  and  that  said  condition  existed 
at  date  of  filing  his  application,  November  8,  1895,  and  the  action 
appealed  from  is  accordingly  reversed. 

The  papers  in  the  case  are  herewith  returned. 


muster— section  4693,  revised  statutes. 

Eliza  Taylor  (widow). 

Under  section  4693,  Revised  Statutes,  master  into  the  United  States  service  is  not 
tial,  bat  enlistment  and  employment  in  one  or  other  of  the  branches  of  the  servioe 
uametl  in  said  section  are  sufficient;  and  the  records  herein  showing  that  this  claim' 
ant  was  enlisted,  received  from  the  Government  an  outfit  of  clothing,  was  retained 
for  dischaige,  and  was  honorably  discharged  on  a  surgeon's  certificate  of  disability, 
it  is  held  that  he  is  within  said  section. 

Asmtant  Secretary    John  M,   Reynolds    to    the    Commmioner    of  Pensiom, 

December  22,  1896, 

Appellant  filed  a  claim  (No.  583,784)  for  pension  under  the  old  law  | 
October  7,  1893,  as  the  widow  of  Henry  Taylor,  late  of  Company  K. 
Ninety-sixth  United  States  Colored  Infantry.  | 

Her  claim  was  rejected  October  5,  1896,  on  the  ground  that  the  sol- 
dier was  not  in  the  United  States  service  as  alleged,  from  which  action 
an  appeal  was  taken  October  27,  1896,  contending  that  soldier  enlisted 
April  18,  1865,  as  shown  by  his  discharge  certificate  on  file  in  the  case, 
and  was  discharged  May  30,  1865. 

The  War  Department  reported  that  soldier's  name  was  not  found  on 
the  rolls  of  Company  K  of  said  regiment,  but  did  appear  on  a  descrip- 
tive list  of  men  forwarded  for  said  regiment,  dated  May  12,  1865. 
showing  enrollment  April  18, 1865;  that  his  name  was  not  taken  upon 
the  rolls  of  the  regiment,  and  the  entire  entry  relating  to  him  on  said 
descriptive  roll  is  canceled,  and  that  surgeon's  certificate  of  disability 
on  file  shows  him  discharged  Ma}'^  30,  1865.  That  Department,  also.  I 
states  that  said  soldier  is  not  regarded  as  having  been  in  the  Ninety-  i 
sixth  United  States  Colored  Infantry,  for  the  reason  that  no  record  has 
been  found  of  his  muster  into  the  service  in  that  regiment,  and  invited  ' 
attention  to  the  fact  that  it  was  stated  on  his  discharge  certificate  that  \ 
he  was  rejected  by  the  mustering  ofiicer.  ^ 

Paragraph  1,  section  4693  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United 
States,  in  naming  the  beneficiaries  under  section  4692,  Revised  Stat- 
utes, provides  as  follows: 

Any  officer  of  the  Army,  including  regulars,  volunteers,  and  militia,  or  any  officer  in 
the  Navy  or  Marine  Corps,  or  any  enlisted  man,  however  employed,  in  the  military  or 
naval  service  of  the  United  States,  oi  \ii\\&MAx\ii^CoTv^^\\^V^«c  ^c^^goNftKV^  x&^uteisd 
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<»r  not^  disabled  by  reason  of  any  wound  or  injury  received  or  disease  contracted  while 
in  the  service  of  the  United  States  and  in  the  line  of  duty. 

It  will  be  observed  that  a  muster  into  the  military  or  naval  service 
of  the  United  States,  or  its  Marine  Corps,  is  not  a  necessary  require- 
ment under  the  above-quoted  paragraph  of  section  4693,  Revised  Stat- 
utes, but  an  enlistment  and  employment  in  one  of  the  above-named 
branches  of  the  service  is  a  necessary  requirement. 

The  record  of  the  War  Department  shows  that  soldier  was  enlisted 
by  Capt.  C.  G.  Pullman,  of  the  Ninety-sixth  United  States  Colored 
Infantry,  at  Mobile,  Ala.,  April  18,  1865,  to  serve  three  years,  and  was 
discharged  from  said  regiment  May  13, 1865,  at  Mobile,  Ala.,  on  account 
of  valvular  disease  of  the  heart ;  also  that  he  had  been  furnished  with 
the  following  articles  of  clothing : 

1  cap. J 11.00 

1  blouse 4.00 

1  pair  trousers 4.75 

2  shirts,  $2.32 4.64 

2  pair  drawers,  |1.60 3.20 

1  pair  boots 2.70 

2  pair  stockings,  48  cents. 96 

1  wool  blanket 7.00 

1  rubber  blanket 4.40 

All  the  evidence  furnished  by  the  records  of  the  War  Department 
Is  consistent  with  the  allegations  of  appellant,  and  tend  to  establish 
employment  of  the  soldier  in  the  military  service  of  the  United  States, 
ailthough  he  may  not  have  been  regularly  mustered  or  assigned  to  any 
particular  organization. 

It  is  not  at  all  probable  that  the  soldier  would  have  been  furnished 
food  and  clothing  and  granted  an  honorable  discharge  from  the  military 
service  if  he  had  never  been  employed  therein. 

I  am,  therefore,  of  the  opinion  that  your  position  in  regard  to  the  sol- 
dier's enlistment  and  service  is  untenable,  and  for  the  reasons  expressed 
in  this  opinion  your  action  is  reversed. 


reimbursement-fraud  and  mistake-overpayment. 

Alexander  C.  F.  Knoop. 

SVhere  pension  has  been  allowed  in  ignorance  of  some  fact  which,  when  brought  to  light, 
resalts  in  the  pensioner's  name  being  dropped  from  the  roll,  and  it  appears  that  the 
failure  to  ascertain  such  fact  before  allowance  was  not  due  to  any  fraudulent  con- 
cealment on  the  part  of  the  claimant,  but  to  a  want  of  proper  diligence  on  the  part 
of  the  officials  of  the  Pension  Bureau,  and  the  fact  referred  to  when  ascertained  does 
not  necessarily  or  certainly  establish  error  in  the  allowance,  the  erroneousness  of 
such  action  heiog  only  a  matter  of  opinion  or  Judgment,  \1  \a  \v^\i^.  \Xv«X.  ^«t^^^& 
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not  snch  a  ^'mistake  of  fact "  as  will  warrant  the  Bnrean  in  withholding  paTmcnt     * 
of  pension  due  nnder  another  claim  in  order  to  recover  the  amount  paid  on  the  for- 
mer allowance. 

Assistant  Secretary  John    M.   Reynolds    to  the    Commissioner  of  Penmuf, 

February  3,  1897. 

The  appellant,  Alexander  C.  F.  Knoop,  late  of  Battery  G,  Fifth 
United  States  Artillery,  filed  his  original  application  for  pension  under 
the  general  law  on  the  23d  of  July,  1890,  alleging  that  he  was  enlisted 
in  Company  G,  Fifth  United  States  Artillery,  November  1,  1885,  and 
discharged  June  24,  1889,  and  that  while  a  member  of  said  organiza- 
tion, about  the  month  of  December,  1886,  he  contracted  epilepsy;  also 
that  in  the  fall  of  1888  he  incurred  a  rupture  on  the  left  side  while 
on  drill.  He  further  alleged  that  he  served  in  Company  B,  Fifteenth 
United  States  Infantry,  from  October  13,  1875,  to  October  12,  1880,  and 
in  the  United  States  Marine  Corps  from  October  25, 1880,  to  October 
24,  1885. 

Your  Bureau  in  September,  1890,  obtained  from  the  War  Department 
a  report  of  his  service  in  the  Fifteenth  and  Fifth  Artillery,  but  neg- 
lected to  obtain  from  the  Navy  Department  a  report  of  his  service  in 
the  Marine  Corps. 

The  record  of  his  army  service  showing  that  he  was  disabled  by  and 
discharged  on  account  of  epilepsy  originating  in  the  line  of  duty,  and 
satisfactory  evidence  of  the  continuance  of  said  disease  having  been 
furnished,  he  was,  by  a  certificate  issued  March  26,  1891,  granted  a 
pension  for  epilepsy  at  the  rate  of  $12  per  month,  commencing  from 
the  date  of  filing  his  application. 

On  the  25th  of  April,  1891,  he  filed  an  application  for  additional  pen- 
sion on  account  of  certain  other  disabilities,  including  an  injury  of  the 
left  ankle. 

In  the  adjudication  of  this  claim  a  call  was  made  upon  the  Kavy 
Department  for  the  record  of  his  service  in  the  Marine  Corps.  The 
report,  which  was  furnished  September  2,  1891,  showed  that  during  his 
said  service  in  the  Marine  Corps  he  was  under  treatment  for  more  than 
two  years  for  syphilis  in  its  various  manifestations.  Thereupon  the 
case  was  referred  to  the  Medical  Referee,  who  gave  an  opinion  that  the 
epilepsy  for  which  pension  had  been  allowed  was  of  syphilitic  origin. 

In  October,  1892,  the  name  of  the  pensioner  was  dropped  from  the 
rolls  on  the  ground  that  his  disability  was  the  result  of  syphilis  not 
contracted  in  the  line  of  duty. 

On  the  25th  of  August,  1894,  a  certificate  was  issued  to  allow  him  a 
pension.  All  pension  under  this  certificate  has  been  withheld  to  reim- 
burse the  Government  for  the  amount  paid  under  the  former  certificate 
OB  account  of  epilepsy. 
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From  the  action  withholding  the  pension  for  the  purpose  stated  an 
appeal  was  taken  Jane  16,  1896,  the  contention  being  that  as  the  pen- 
sion for  epilepsy  was  not  obtained  by  fraud  or  allowed  through  mistake, 
the  pension  under  the  new  certificate  can  not  under  the  decisions  in 
force  be  withheld. 

It  is  well  settled  that  the  cases  in  which  accruing  pension  may  be 
withheld  in  order  to  reimburse  the  Government  for  erroneous  payments 
are  limited  to  cases  in  which  such  erroneous  payments  were  the  result 
of  either  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  pensioner  or  a  mistake  of  fact  in  the 
adjudication.  (See  case  of  Norman  Davis,  8  P.  D.,  288,  and  cases  therein 
cited;  also  opinion  of  Assistant  Attorney-General,  6  P.  D.,  297.) 

There  is  nothing  to  show  that  this  appellant  practiced  any  fraud  in 
the  prosecution  of  his  claim  for  pension  on  account  of  epilepsy.  He 
did  not  conceal  the  fact  that  he  had  served  in  the  Marine  Corps  prior 
to  his  service  in  the  Fifth  United  States  Infantry.  It  can  not  be  pre- 
sumed that  he  was  familiar  with  the  effects  of  syphilis  on  the  difiEerent 
organs  and  tissues  of  the  body.  The  presumption  is  that  he  believed 
the  allegation  he  made,  that  the  disability  on  account  of  which  he 
claimed  pension  was  contracted  in  the  line  of  duty. 

The  question  to  be  considered,  then,  reduces  itself  to  this :  Was  the 
allowance  of  pension  for  epilepsy  the  result  of  a  "mistake  of  fact"  in 
the  adjudication  of  the  claim? 

The  adjudication  was  made  in  ignorance  of  the  fact  that  the  claimant 
had  had  syphilis.  It  may  be  assumed  that  if  that  fact  had  been  known 
the  pension  would  not  have  been  allowed.  To  that  extent  the  allow- 
ance was  the  result  of  a  mistake  of  fact.  But  primarily  it  was  due  to 
an  error  of  judgment  on  the  part  of  the  adjudicating  officers  in  failing 
to  make  a  call  for  evidence,  the  data  for  which  had  been  furnished  Ihem. 
In  this  respect  the  case  is  similar  to  that  of  Mary  Chryst  (8  P.  D.,  24:2), 
which  was  before  me  on  appeal  on  the  10th  of  August,  1890.  Mrs. 
Chryst  was  originally  pensioned  as  a  dependent  mother  under  the  "gen- 
eral law."  Subsequently  new  evidence  came  into  the  case  showing  that 
the  soldier  had  not  contributed  to  her  support  for  several  years  before 
his  death.  On  the  basis  of  that  evidence  her  name  was  dropped  from 
the  rolls  to  take  effect  from  March  3,  1887.  No  fraud  was,  however, 
imputed  to  the  claimant.  In  February,  1896,  she  was  granted  a  pen- 
sion under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890.  It  was  ordered  that  payment  of 
the  latter  pension  should  be  suspended  until  the  Government  had  been 
reimbursed  for  the  amoimt  paid  on  the  former  allowance.  In  reversing 
that  action  I  said: 

At  first  blush  it  Avould  seem  that  the  allowance  of  pension  on  the  basis  that  soldier 
had  contributed  to  claimant's  support,  when  it  was  afterwards  learned  that  this  was  not 
true,  ^as  a  mistake  of  fact,  but  properly  considered  it  was  a  mere  failure  to  ascertain  a 
fact,  the  result  of  nn  insufficiency  of  evidence  const  \tulu\y:  eiov  c.l  \v\0;^\\\^\\\.  v^sVxx^ 
Cbryst,  8  P.  D.,  242.) 
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The  courts  have  held  in  numerous  instances,  though  the  rule  is  not 
uniform,  that  money  paid  under  a  mistake  of  fact  which  the  payor  had 
the  means  of  knowing,  if  he  had  exercised  due  diligence,  can  not  be 
recovered.  (Union  Sav.  Ass.  v.  Kehlor,  7  Mo.  App.,  158;  Neal  r.  Eeed, 
7  Baxter  (Tenn.),  333 ;  Gooding  v.  Morgan,  37  Me.,  419 ;  Wood  r.  Pat- 
terson, 4  Md.  Ch.,  336 ;  Warner  v.  Daniels,  W.  and  M.  (V.  S.  C.  C,  1st 
cir.),  vol.  1,  p.  90.) 

In  the  case  now  under  consideration  not  only  could  the  fact  that  the 
claimant  had  had  syphilis  have  been  readily  ascertained,  but  the 
evidence  of  that  fact  was  actually  in  the  possession  of  the  Govern- 
ment (though  not  in  the  Pension  Bureau)  at  the  time  the  claim  was 
adjudicated. 

Another  point  to  be  noted  is  that  the  unknown  fact  when  discovered 
was  not  one  which  necessarily  or  conclusively  established  error  in  the 
allowance.  It  was  merely  new  evidence  to  be  considered.  The  final 
conclusion  reached  was  that  the  payment  of  pension  for  epilepsy  was 
erroneous  for  the  reason  that  said  disease  was  believed  to  be  a  result  of 
syphilis.  But  no  one  will  contend  that  the  pathological  connection 
between  said  diseases  was  an  established  fact  or  was  proved  beyond  a 
doubt.  It  was  simply  affirmed  as  a  matter  of  judgment  or  expert  opin- 
ion, and  while  I  do  not  question  the  correctness  of  that  opinion  I  deem 
it  proper  to  call  attention  to  evidence  showing  that  there  were  other 
possible  causes  for  the  appellant's  epilepsy  besides  syphilis. 

The  War  Department  records  show  that  he  was  treated  in  hospital 
from  March  17  to  April  2,  1886,  for  ^^  contused  wound  of  scalp,  left  pari- 
etal portion,  severe,  caused  by  a  club  in  a  fight  not  in  line  of  dutj-."" 

A  board  of  surgeons  of  this  city,  by  whom  he  was  examined  MaHi 
14,  1895,  stated  in  their  certificate: 

The  alleged  caase  of  epilejisy  is  a  blow  on  the  head  received  iu  1^N>.  KxaiuiDation 
of  the  head  shows  a  depression  of  external  table  two-thirds  as  large  ns  a  sihcr  qaarter 
over  coronal  snture  on  the  left  side  of  head,  and  over  the  depression  is  an  indistinct  Iine.ir 
cicatrix. 

The  medical  records  show  that  he  was  in  hospital  at  various  timts 
from  August  11,  1886,  up  to  the  date  of  his  discharge,  for  vertigo  and 
hemicrania,  and  that  on  the  31st  of  August,  1887,  and  at  various  time^i 
afterwards,  he  was  treated  for  epilepsy.  The  medical  records  st^t  forth 
that  the  vertigo,  hemicrania,  and  epilepsy  were  incurred  in  the  line  of 
of  duty. 

Medical  examinations  made  since  he  became  an  applicant  for  pension 
have  failed  to  reveal  any  signs  of  syphilis  except  a  scar  on  the  penis. 
The  surgeon  in  charge  of  the  Soldiers'  Home,  Washington.  D.  C,  under 
date  of  December  13,  1891,  states,  after  detailing  the  fact  of  appellant's 
treatment  for  epilepsy  at  various  times  during  the  period  from  October 
J,  ISOOj  to  December  4,  1H91,  t\\vvt  \v^\\3ift\\^^  wc>  ^^^\sv\>\ft\3afi»  of  syphilid 
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since  his  admission  to  the  Home,  and  that  there  is  no  indication  that  it 
is  a  factor  in  his  present  disabilities. 

In  an  opinion  rendered  January  8,  1897,  in  the  case  of  John  Gordon 
(Docket  No.  30,924)  the  Medical  Referee  says : 

While  the  pathology  of  epilepsy  is  not  fully  nndei stood,  yet  medical  authorities  are 
agreed  in  conclading  that  it  is  dae  to  some  disease,  either  functional  or  organic,  of  the 
cerebral  centers,  and,  as  Ziemssen  remarks,  ')/K^  be  developed  altogether  spontaneously 
without  any  inducing  influences  whatever  adHkent  known." 

It  mast  be  apparent  from  the  foregoing,  I  think,  that  the  origin  of 
the  epilepsy  is  involved  in  some  doabt.  It  is  not  and  can  not  be  proved 
as  a  fact ;  consequently  the  vital  question  in  the  whole  case — the  ques- 
tion whether  this  appellant  has  received  pension  to  which  he  was  not 
entitled  under  the  law — is  one  of  opinion  or  judgment  merely  and,  of 
course,  one  as  to  which  there  may  arise  differences  of  opinion.  I  can 
not  find  from  the  recorded  decisions  that  this  Department  has  ever 
asserted  the  right  to  recover  pension  paid  in  a  case  of  this  kind,  and  it 
seems  to  me  that  the  same  considerations  which  forbid  recovery  in  case 
of  a  payment  resulting  from  erroneous  judgment  upon  the  evidence  will 
also  forbid  it  where  the  erroneousness  of  the  payment  is  not  a  matter 
of  certainty  but  of  judgment  upon  the  evidence. 

For  reasons  above  stated  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  your  action  with- 
holding payment  under  the  certificate  issued  August  25,  1894,  for  the 
purpose  of  obtaining  reimbursement  for  pension  held  to  have  been 
erroneously  paid  under  the  certificate  issued  March  25,  1891,  was  with- 
out authority  of  law  and  contrary  to  the  policy  of  the  Department.  Said 
action  is  overruled,  and  you  are  respectfully  requested  to  direct  the 
pension  agent  to  pay  all  pension  due  under  the  new  certificate. 


x.imitatiox-accrued  pexsion— act  march  2,  1805. 

Mariah  E.  Brown  (widow). 

The  act  of  March  2, 1895,  was  intended  to  govern  the  allowance  and  payment  of  accmed 
pension  in  all  claims  of  deceased  applicants  adjudicated  sahseqaent  to  September28, 
1H<^2,  without  regard  to  whether  the  applicant  died  before  or  after  that  date. 

Assistant    Secretary    John   M.   Reynolds    to   the    Commissioner   of  Penmons, 

February  5,  1897, 

It  appears  from  the  papers  in  this  case  that  Mariah  E.  Brown,  widow 
of  Richard  B.  Brown,  formerly  a  soldier  in  Company  I,  One  hundred 
and  forty-sixth  Illinois  Infantry,  filed  an  application,  Xo.  •498,407,  for 
pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  on  January  6,  1891,  and  died 
ApriJ  8,  1892,  while  the  claim  was  still  pendiivg,  \e^\\u^  Vtoc^vj  vj\vW\^\\ 
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by  the  soldier  under  sixteen  years  of  age.  The  claim  was  rejected  bv 
your  Bareau  on  April  22, 1896,  upon  the  ground  that  the  widow's  death 
having  occurred  prior  to  September  28,  1892,  the  minor  children  were 
not  entitled  to  complete  the  claim  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of 
March  2,  1895.  An  appeal  was  taken  June  15,  1896. 
The  act  of  March  2,  1895,  reads  as  follows : 

Be  it  enacted  hy  the  Senate  and  House  of  BepresentoHves  of  the  United  States  of  America 
in  Congress  assembled,  That  from  and  after  the  26th  day  of  September,  eighteen  handred 
and  ninety-two,  the  aocmed  pension  to  the  date  of  the  death  of  any  pensioner,  or  of  any  j 
person  entitled  to  a  pension  having  an  application  therefor  pending,  and  whether  a  cer- 
tificate therefor  shall  issne  prior  or  subsequent  to  the  death  of  sncb  person,  shall,  in  the 
case  of  a  person  pensioned  or  applying  for  pension  on  account  of  his  disabilities  or  serr- 
ice,  be  paid,  first,  to  his  widow ;  second,  if  there  is  no  widow,  to  his  child  or  children 
under  the  age  of  sixteen  years  at  his  death ;  third,  in  case  of  a  widow,  to  her  minor  chil- 
dren under  the  age  of  sixteen  years  at  her  death.  Such  aocmed  i>en8ion  shall  not  be 
considered  a  part  of  the  assets  of  the  estate  of  such  deceased  person,  nor  be  liable  for  the 
payment  of  the  debts  of  said  estate  in  any  case  whatsoever,  but  shall  inure  to  the  sole 
and  exclusive  benefit  of  the  widow  or  children.  And  if  no  widow  or  child  survive  such 
pensioner,  and  in  the  case  of  his  last  surviving  child  who  was  such  minor  at  his  dcatii, 
and  in  case  of  a  dependent  mother,  father,  sister,  or  brother,  no  payment  whatsoever  of 
their  accrued  pension  shall  be  made  or  allowed  except  so  much  as  may  be  neoessaiy  to 
reimburse  the  person  who  bore  the  expense  of  their  last  sickness  and  burial,  if  they  did 
not  leave  sufficient  assets  to  meet  such  expense.  And  the  mailing  of  a  pension  check, 
drawn  by  a  pension  agent  in  payment  of  a  pension  due,  to  the  address  of  a  pensioner, 
shall  constitute  payment  in  the  event  of  the  death  of  a  pensioner  subsequent  to  the  exe- 
cution of  the  voQcher  therefor.  And  all  prior  laws  relating  to  the  payment  of  aocraed 
pension  are  hereby  repealed. 

Prior  to  the  passage  of  that  act  the  law  governing  the  payment  of 
accrued  pension  was  contained  in  section  4718  of  the  Revised  Statutes. 
The  construction  of  that  section  had  not  been  uniform,  but  for  many 
years  it  was  held  by  the  Pension  Bureau  to  authorize  the  payment  of 
accrued  pension  to  the  widow  or  the  minor  children  (under  the  age 
of  sixteen)  of  any  pensioner,  or  applicant  for  pension  of  whatever  class, 
whether  invalid,  widow,  minor,  or  dependent  relative.  A  question 
having  arisen  as  to  the  correctness  of  that  construction,  the  matter 
was  considered  at  great  length  by  Assistant  Secretary  Bussey  on  Sep- 
tember 28,  1892,  in  the  case  of  the  minors  of  Richard  Martin  (6  P.  D., 
107),  and  it  was  then  held  that  section  4718  provided  for  the  allowance 
of  accrued  pension  to  the  widows  and  children  of  the  deceased  invalid 
pensioners  (or  claimants)  only. 

On  March  2,  1895,  Congress  passed  the  act  above  quoted,  which 
repealed  section  4718,  the  repeal  taking  effect  from  September  28, 1892, 
the  date  of  Assistant  Secretary  Bussey 's  ruling.  The  intent  of  the  act 
clearly  was  to  leave  all  adjustments  and  payments  of  accrued  pension 
made  prior  to  September  28,  1892,  undisturbed,  but  to  establish  a  new 
rule  to  govern  all  adjustments  and  payments  of  such  pension  after  that 
date.     If  makes  no  difference  v^Yveiv  Wve.  c\^V«i  -^ti^  ^Vd.,  c^t  'when  the 
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applicant  for  pension  died.  The  only  question  is  when  was  the  claim 
adjudicated.  If  prior  to  September  28,  1892,  then  the  law  governing 
was  4718  Revised  Statutes;  if  subsequent  to  September  28,  1892,  then 
the  law  governing  was  the  act  of  March  2,  1895. 

In  the  case  now  under  consideration  the  effect  of  the  act  has  evi- 
dently been  misunderstood.  The  date  of  the  widow^'s  death  is  wholly 
immaterial.  When  the  case  was  taken  up  for  adjudication  by  your 
Bureau  on  April  22,  1896,  there  was  no  law  in  existence  relative  to  the 
payment  of  accrued  pensions,  except  the  act  of  March  2,  1895,  which 
act  declares  that  in  case  of  the  death  of  a  widow  pensioner  or  claimant, 
the  accrued  pension  to  the  date  of  her  death  shall  be  paid  to  her  minor 
children  under  the  age  of  sixteen  years  at  her  death 

My  attention  has  been  called  to  the  decision  of  February  15,  1896,  in 
the  case  of  Zena  Kobinson,  which  appears  to  have  been  made  the  basis 
of  your  action  in  this  case.  Language  in  the  body  of  said  decision 
seems  to  justify  such  action,  but  it  was  not  so  intended.  The  Robinson 
decision,  in  so  far  as  it  conflicts  with  the  views  above  expressed,  is 
hereby  overruled. 

The  rejection  of  the  case  at  bar  is  set  aside  and  readjudication 
directed. 


DEC1.ARATION8-INSAXITT— PRACTICE. 

Simon  P.  Eaves. 

Since  the  filing  of  a  sapplemental  declaration  is  a  condition  precedent  to  allowance  for 
a  disability  not  alleged  in  first  declaration,  bnt  foand  ou  medical  examination,  the 
failare  to  file  such  supplemental  declaration  is  fatal  to  the  claim. 

Assistant  Secretary  John  M,   Reynolds    to    the    Commissioner  of   Pensions, 

February  5,  1897. 

On  January  14, 1893,  Jacob  Sherman,  as  committee  of  Simon  P.  Eaves, 
late  of  Company  D,  Thirteenth  Kegiment  New  York  Heavy  Artillery, 
through  P.  J.  Lockwood,  attorney,  of  Washington,  D.  C,  filed  a  decla- 
ration under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  alleging  therein,  as  a  basis  for 
pension,  disability  from  ague,  rheumatism,  and  disease  of  heart. 

On  January  18, 1895,  W.  W.  Oxx,  of  Hornellsville,  N.  Y.,  filed  another 
declaration  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  signed  by  mark  by  Simon 
P.  Eaves,  in  which  he  alleges  that  he  was  honorablj'  discharged  at 
Camp  Hooker,  Va.,  on  or  about  January  8,  1863,  by  reason  of  wounds 
received  at  the  battle  of  Fair  Oaks,  Ya. 

In  this  declaration  no  causes  of  disabilit}'  are  specificallj'  set  forth, 
the  general  allegation  being 

that  be  is  totally  unable  to  earu  a  Jiving  by  manual  labot,  a\i\V  \*  \\\\q\\\  \\V5ssi^QA\5s»Xv:^ 
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for  any  buBiness  or  work;  that  said  disabilities  are  not  due  to  vicious  habits,  and,  are  to 
the  best  of  his  knowledge  and  belief,  permanent;  that  he  is  a  pensioner  nnder  CertiBcate    I 
No.  220,627,  old  law;    *    «    «    that  his  post-office  address  is  Willard   St  Hogpital,      ■ 
Seneca  County,  N.  Y. 

On  February  19,  1895,  the  soldier  was  examined  by  Dr.  Charles  B. 
Osborne,  of  Waterloo,  N.  Y.,  who  reported  his  heart,  lungs,  and  skin 
as  normal,  and  tongue  coated.  Dr.  Osborne  added  in  the  certificate 
that  the  claimant  was  so  violently  insane  that  it  was  impossible  to  make 
any  thorough  examination. 

The  soldier  died  June  15,  1895.  His  claim  was  rejected  August  22. 
1896,  on  the  ground  that  a  ratable  disability  under  the  act  of  June 
27,  1890,  was  not  shown  from  the  causes  alleged.  As  no  causes  were 
alleged  in  the  declaration  signed  by  the  soldier  by  mark,  filed  January 
18,  1895,  it  must  be  presumed  that  "the  causes  alleged,"  the  absence  of 
which  was  made  the  ground  for  rejection,  refer  to  the  "fever  and  ague, 
rheumatism  and  heart  disease,"  alleged  as  causes  in  the  declaration  filed 
January  14,  1893,  by  Jacob  Sherman,  as  committee  for  the  claimant. 

An  appeal  was  filed  on  September  26, 1896,  contending,  first,  that  the 
application  filed  January  14,  1893,  by  guardian  or  "committee"  was 
actual  notice  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  that  the  soldier,  in  whose 
behalf  the  application  was  made,  was  insane,  and  rendered  a  special 
allegation  to  that  effect  unnecessary ;  and,  second,  that  if  a  supplemen- 
tal application  specifically  alleging  insanity  was  necessary,  it  was  the 
duty  of  the  Commissioner  to  call  for  the  same  during  the  lifetime  of  the 
soldier,  and  having  failed  to  do  so,  he  ought  not  after  the  claimant  s 
death  to  have  rejected  the  claim  upon  the  ground  stated. 

This  claim,  which  was  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  was  finally 
adjudicated  and  rejected  on  August  22,  1896. 

On  the  6th  of  March,  1896,  Congress  enacted  a  law,  which  provided 
that  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  shall  commence  from  date 
of  filing  the  original  application,  provided  the  claimant  has  proved,  or 
shall  prove,  that  a  pensionable  disability  then  existed, 

anything  in  any  law  or  ruling  of  the  Department  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding. 

On  June  17,  1896,  in  the  claim  of  James  J.  Durkee  (8  P.  D.,  152), 
construing  the  effect  of  said  act,  I  laid  down  certain  rules  to  govern  you 
in  respect  of  June  27,  1890,  claims.  The  fourth  of  these  rules  provides 
that — 

if  certain  disabling  causes  are  alleged  in  the  original  or  any  other  snbseqnent  declaration 
and  not  fonnd  upon  examination,  or,  being  found,  do  not  produce  a  pensionable  disabil- 
ity, but  others  are  found  which  produce  or  contribute  to  an  inability  to  earn  a  support 
by  manual  labor,  and  it  is  susceptible  of  proof  that  the  unalleged  causes  existed  when 
the  lirst  declaration  was  filed,  the  chiiniant  sh:ill  be  notified  of  his  right  to  file  a  new 
application  to  cover  such  unalleged  catists. 

The  claimant  waw  a  pensioner  under  the  general  law  under  certificate 
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issued  September  17, 1888.  The  papers  of  the  general-law  claim  and 
those  of  the  claim  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  were  consolidated, 
and  the  evidence  in  both  claims  was  necessarily  before  your  Bureau 
continuously  from  the  time  of  filing  the  claim  under  the  act  of  June 
27,  1890. 

The  evidence  in  the  consolidated  claims  showed — 

First.  That  the  soldier  had  been  admitted  to  the  Buffalo  (N.  Y.)  State 
Asylum  for  the  Insane  on  October  27,  1885,  suffering  from  acute  mania 
and  was  discharged  on  April  3,  1886.  (See  aflSdavit  of  Dr.  J.  B.  Ander- 
son, executed  December  16,  1889.) 

Second.  That  on  June  6,  1888,  he  was  partially  insane  and  had  been 
to  Buffalo  for  treatment,  and  that  his  disability  had  not  been  prolonged 
or  aggravated  by  vicious  habits.  (See  medical  examination  of  said  date, 
by  Olean  (N.  Y.)  board  of  examining  surgeons.) 

Third.  That  previous  to  being  taken  to  the  asylum  on  account  of 
insanity  he  was  a  man  of  good  habits,  and  his  disabilities  were  not  due 
to  any  bad  or  vicious  habits.  (See  affidavit  of  Dr.  J.  R.  Marlatt  of 
June  13,  1896,  who  says  he  has  known  soldier  for  thirty  years  and  for 
seventeen  years  lived  his  near  neighbor.) 

Fourth.  The  affidavit  of  Dr.  Charles  T.  Sanborn  of  June  5, 1895,  shows 
that  the  soldier  who  has  been  under  his  care  since  February  1,  1895, 
was  then  an  inmate  of  Willard  State  Hospital,  and  had  been  since  July 
2,  1892,  suffering  from  incurable  dementia  and  wholly  disabled  from 
doing  any  labor  since  January  14,  1893. 

Fifth.  That  on  September  6,  1892,  a  copy  of  the  record  of  supreme 
court  for  Steuben  County,  N.  Y.,  showing  that  on  May  14,  1892,  Jacob 
Sherman  was  appointed  committee  of  the  claimant,  a  lunatic,  was 
approved  by  your  Bureau,  and  sent  to  the  United  States  pension  agent. 

Sixth.  That  on  proof  that  the  committee  was  dead  on  October  27, 
1894,  the  United  States  pension  agent  was  directed  by  your  Bureau, 
under  authority  of  act  of  Congress  approved  August  8,  1882,  to  make 
future  payments  to  Susannah  D.  Eaves,  wife  of  the  insane  invalid  pen- 
sioner, under  the  general  law,  which  payment  continued  to  be  made  to 
her  up  to  the  date  of  the  soldier's  death,  June  15,  1895. 

Seventh.  The  certificate  of  examination  of  Dr.  Charles  B.  Sanborn, 
of  Waterloo,  N.  Y.,  dated  February  19,  1895,  shows  that  the  claimant, 
aged  51  years,  was  then  an  inmate  of  the  Willard  Asylum  for  the 
Insane,  and  that  records  of  that  institution  show  that  on  Jul}'  2,  1892, 
he  was  admitted  to  that  asylum,  transferred  from  Buffalo  State  Hos- 
pital for  the  Insane  on  a  certificate  dated  April  30,  1890;  that  he  has 
been  continuously  insane  since  his  first  attack  when  he  was  23  years  of 
age.     His  case  was  diagnosed  as 

dementia  "with  homicidal  tende::cics.     He  does  not  know  where  he  is  or  what  is  going 
on  a)M>ut  him;  has  wild  expression  in  eyes;  at  times  U  xery  \\cAftw\.\  Ww^'cCwcv^  \^  V^ 
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any  one  about  him;  mntters  to  himself  continually;  is  married;  has  no  children;  came 
of  insanity  unascertained. 

The  fact  of  insanity  being  established,  its  eontinaance  is  to  be  pre- 
sumed until  that  presumption  is  rebutted  by  evidence  of  recovery. 

It  is,  therefore,  patent  that  there  was  proof  in  this  case  to  show  a 
pensionable  degree  of  disability  from  unalleged  causes,  which  ought  to 
have  been  sufficient  to  cause  a  call  from  your  Bureau  for  a  supplemen- 
tal declaration  after  the  medical  examination  of  February  19,  1895,  and 
before  the  claimant's  death  on  June  15, 1895,  under  the  practice  in  vogue 
even  before  the  act  of  March  6,  1896,  and  the  rules  in  the  Durkee  cage 
laid  down  on  June  17,  1896;  and  the  words  '^habits  intemperate"  in 
the  medical  certificate  of  February  19,  1895,  should  not,  in  my  judg- 
ment, have  been  given  sufficient  weight  to  defeat  such  a  claim,  because 
that  statement  is  rebutted  by  other  evidence  from  competent  witnesges 
who  were  intimate  acquaintances  and  neighbors,  and  because  if  the  man 
was  continuously  insane  for  28  years  until  he  died,  and  the  cause  of  the 
insanity  was  unascertained,  a  presumption  that  such  insanity  was  due 
to  vicious  habits  would  be  violent  and  untenable. 

But  the  benefit  to  be  derived  from  the  act  of  March  6, 1896,  and  from 
the  decision  in  the  Durkee  case  not  only  was  conditioned  upon  the  fil- 
ing of  "  a  new  and  amended  declaration,"  but  it  came  too  late  to  be  of 
serviceable  avail  in  this  case ;  and  though,  under  the  instructions  in 
the  case  of  Charles  J.  Bryant,  which  immediately  preceded  the  holding 
in  the  Durkee  case,  your  Bureau  had  ample  authority  to  notify  the 
claimant  to  file  another  declaration  to  cover  the  unalleged  insauity  at 
any  time  between  the  finding  of  the  medical  examination  held  on  Feb- 
ruary 19, 1895,  and  June  15, 1895,  when  the  claimant  died,  the  fact  that 
no  such  declaration  was  filed  during  the  claimant's  life  defeats  the  claim, 
inasmuch  as  such  filing  is  a  condition  precedent  to  an  allowance  of  the 
claim. 

I  am,  therefore,  constrained  upon  these  considerations  alone  to  sus- 
tain the  rejection  of  the  claim. 


I 

I 


practice— medical.  and  i^egal.  action. 

Lydia  a.  Green  (widow). 

The  statement  on  the  face  hrief  by  the  legal  reviewer  that  the  claim  is  rejected  on  the 
gronnd  that  ''the  cause  or  causes  of  soldier's  death  can  not  be  traced  to  his  niilitair 
service"  is  error.  It  should  appear  what  disease  or  diseases  were  found  to  exist 
which  are  accepted  as  of  service  origin,  and  the  question  as  to  the  pathological  con- 
nection between  such  diseases  and  the  cause  of  soldier's  death  should  be  submitted 
to  the  medical  division  for  action.  If  no  disability  is  shown  to  have  been  incorred 
in  the  service  it  should  so  appear  \u  t\\e  xe^ecWow, 
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Am-itajit   Secretary    John   M,    Reynolds    to   the    Commissioner   of   PensionSy 

February  6,  1897. 

Appeal  from  the  rejection  of  the  above-cited  claim  was  filed  October 
1,  1806,  by  C.  E.  Foote,  attorney.  Upon  a  report  from  your  Bureau  to 
the  effect  that  said  attorney  was  not  entitled  to  recognition  in  said  claim 
the  appeal  was  dismissed  November  30,  1896.  Later,  or  on  December 
4,  1896,  the  attorney  filed  a  receipt  from  your  Bureau  for  a  power  of 
attorney  which  had  been  filed  by  him  September  28,  1896,  and  at  the 
same  time  filed  a  motion  for  reconsideration  of  the  appeal.  These 
papers  having  been  referred  to  you  January  9,  1897,  for  a  report,  they 
are  returned  with  the  statement  that  the  power  of  attorney  was  on  file 
at  the  time  the  appeal  was  entered,  but  could  not  be  found  until  very 
recently. 

This  report  and  the  power  of  attorney  establishes  Mr.  Foote's  author- 
ity to  make  the  appeal,  and  the  issue  now  reverts  to  the  original  conten- 
tion of  said  appeal,  which  is  that  the  action  of  the  Bureau  in  rejecting 
the  claim  January  17,  1896,  was  error.  The  claim  must  be,  therefore, 
considered  on  its  merits.  I  find,  however,  at  the  very  threshold  of  this 
consideration  an  obstacle  to  the  final  disposition  of  the  appeal  in  the 
imperfect  adjudication  of  the  claim  before  final  action  was  taken. 

The  soldier  died  April  28,  1892.  This  claim  of  the  widow  was  filed 
August  31,  1892.  It  was  specially  examined  in  December,  1896,  and 
was  rejected,  as  before  stated,  January  17,  1896.  The  ground  of  rejec- 
tion, as  stated  by  the  legal  reviewer,  was  that — 

the  caase  or  causes  of  the  soldier's  death  can  not  be  traced  to  his  military  ser\ice. 

It  is  not  stated  by  him  what  disability,  if  any,  is  shown  to  have  orig- 
inated in  the  service,  what  disabilities  are  shown  to  have  existed  after 
soldier's  discharge,  and  for  what  period  of  time,  what  was  the  imme- 
diate cause  of  death,  and  whether  any  pathological  connection  was 
established  between  the  death  cause  and  previously  existing  disability. 

The  general  statement  quoted  as  the  basis  of  rejection  may,  doubtless, 
be  taken  as  denying  that  such  connection  existed,  and  that  any  disabil- 
ity was  contracted  in  service  that  could  lead  to  the  fatal  result;  but 
since  the  evidence  on  file  shows  that  the  soldier  was  sick  in  service  and 
was  more  or  less  disabled  by  one  disease  or  another  most  of  the  time 
after  discharge,  and  inasmuch  as  no  medical  action  appears  to  have 
been  taken  in  the  case,  that  statement  or  indorsement  on  the  brief  face 
is  not  deemed  conclusive  of  such  full  consideration  as  a  proper  adjudi- 
cation of  the  claim  demands. 

Without  attempting  at  this  time  to  go  into  the  details  of  the  evidence 
it  may  be  pointed  out  that  there  seems  to  be  proof  of  prior  soundness, 
of  origin  of  typho-malarial  fever,  and  subsequent  weakness  in  service, 
of  hilionaness,  liver  trouble,  rheumatism,  ^'ea\L\vea\A,«k.i[i<i\\\a^>3^N^V^^ 
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neys  at  certain  periods  after  discharge,  and  of  final  suppression  of  urine  ' 
and  heart  failure.  How  much  of  this  proof  may  be  accepted  as  definik 
and  reliable,  how  many  of  these  disabilities  may  be  considered  as  well 
established,  for  what  length  of  time  each  or  all  of  them  are  shown  to 
have  existed,  what  connection  is  shown  or  may  be  regarded  as  existing 
between  them,  what  relation  any  or  all  of  them  may  have  had  to  the 
fatal  result  are  matters  not  now  to  be  passed  upon  by  me  in  view  of 
what  has  been  said  as  to  the  manner  of  the  adjudication  of  the  claim.    | 

It  need  hardly  be  stated  that  the  usual  mode  of  the  adjudication  of  | 
a  claim  of  this  character  is  for  the  legal  reviewer  to  state  on  the  brief  ' 
face  either  that  no  disability  is  shown  to  have  been  contracted  In  serv- 
ice or  that  no  continuance  is  shown,  or  to  state  what  disabilities  are 
thus  shown  and  refer  the  papers  to  the  Medical  Beferee  to  determine 
whether  the  immediate  cause  of  death,  as  shown,  is  a  result  of  the  dis- 
abilities proven  and  so  approved.  As  before  indicated,  this  course  was 
not  pursued  in  the  claim  under  consideration,  and  the  ground  of  rejec- 
tion, as  stated,  indicates  either  that  the  origin  and  continuance  of  no 
disability  is  shown  or  that  the  death  cause,  whatever  it  might  be,  w^as 
not  a  result  of  such  disability  so  contracted.  The  latter  is  a  medical 
question,  and  the  claim  never  having  been  considered  by  the  Medical  { 
Beferee,  the  adjudication  is  deemed  irregular  and  imperfect.  j 

For  these  reasons  the  claim  is  once  more  returned  to  your  Bureau   \ 
for  that  appropriate  consideration  of  and  action  upon  the  evidence 
which  are  essential  to  the  correct  adjudication  of  the  claim  and  the 
intelligent  decision  of  the  issue  on  appeal. 

As  this  conclusion  reopens  the  claim,  the  appeal  is  rendered  invalid 
and  is  accordingly  dismissed.  Should  the  final  action  be  adverse  the 
claimant  will  have  the  right  to  appeal  again,  if  she  so  desires. 


dependence— act  of  june  27,  iseo-tvidows. 

Ann  F.  Pinckley  (widow). 

A  widow  who  owns  388  acres  of  land,  the  asaeased  valuation  of  whioh  is  $2,475  and 
which  is  incambered  by  a  mortgage  for  $200  and  whose  other  indebtedness  amoants 
to  $50  is  not  ^*  without  other  means  of  support  than  her  daily  labor"  within  the 
meaning  of  section  3  of  the  act  of  June  27, 1890. 

Assistant   Secretary  John  M,   Reynolds    to   the    Commissioner    of  Pensiom, 

February  6,  1897, 

Claimant  on  January  28,  1897,  appealed  from  the  action  of  your 
Bureau  of  January  7,  1897,  rejecting  her  claim,  No.  462,312,  filed  July 
28,  1890,  under  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  section  3,  on  the  ground  that 
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^e  was  not  without  other  means  of  support  than  her  daily  labor^  and 
Llierefore  not  dependent  within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

The  contention  is  in  brief  that  claimant  is  dependent  within  the 
meaning  of  section  3,  because  of  the  limited  income  from  her  property, 
ler  blindness  and  her  helpless  child  who  is  dependent  upon  her  for  his 
mpport,  and  the  cases  of  Katherine  Klein  (7  P.  D.,  278)  and  Jennie  D. 
Lewis  (6  P.  D.,  294)  are  cited  in  support  of  claimant. 

In  a  supplemental  brief  filed  January  30,  1897,  the  fact  that  claim- 
ind  is  unable  to  work,  she  being  blind,  is  reiterated,  and  it  is  urged 
shat  claimant's  physical  and  mental  infirmity  and  social  condition 
ihoald  be  taken  into  account  in  determining  her  dependency. 

The  case  was  specially  examined  and  the  facts  shown  that  claimant 
>wned  about  388  acres  of  land  in  Carroll  County,  Tenn.,  the  assessed 
valuation  of  which  was  $2,475. 

Claimant  contends  that  she  has  but  a  Ufe  interest  in  the  homestead 
consisting  of  124  acres,  which  property  cost  her  husband  $3,000,  but 
which  she  values  for  the  purpose  of  taxation  at  but  $1,500,  but  claim- 
ant appears  to  have  treated  this  property  as  her  own,  as  she  mortgaged 
it  for  some  $200,  for  the  purpose  of  purchasing  horses  for  her  son. 
Since  her  husband's  death  she  purchased  40  acres  of  land  adjoining  the 
homestead  for  which  she  testified  she  paid  about  $50.  She  also  took 
three  other  tracts,  2  of  60  acres  each,  and  1  of  104  acres  on  the  fore- 
closure of  a  mortgage  for  over  $700.  Her  household  property  she 
testified  would  not  sell  for  more  than  $35  or  $40.  Claimant  is  nearly 
blind,  and  her  youngest  child,  aged  22  years,  is  paralyzed  from  his 
knees  down,  but  he  is  able  to  walk  on  his  heels,  and  these  facts  are 
urged  by  appellant  why  her  case  should  come  within  the  law  and 
establish  her  dependence.  Much  testimony  was  taken  to  show  that  her 
net  income  from  her  property  was  small,  and  it  is  urged  that  as  her 
income  from  her  property  only  yields  about  $65  or  $70  per  annum,  and 
being  less  than  the  amount  of  her  pension  if  allowed,  that  she  should 
be  deemed  dependent  within  the  rule  of  the  Klein  case  above  cited. 

It  was  not  the  intention  in  the  Klein  case  to  solve  the  question  of 
dependence  by  the  amount  of  income  merely,  for  the  law  does  not 
justify  the  determination  of  the  question  upon  any  other  ground  than 
by  ascertaining  the  assets  or  means  of  support  of  the  claimants. 

It  is  true  that  the  question  of  income  may  incidentally  aid  in  deter- 
mining the  value  of  the  assets  or  "means  of  support." 

In  both  the  Lewis  and  the  Klein  cases  the  cases  were  readily  meas- 
ared  by  the  income  of  claimants,  and  showed  when  so  measured  that 
neither  of  them  were  without  other  "means  of  support"  than  their 
daily  labor,  and  pension  was  denied  in  both  cases. 

The  true  test,  however,  is,  in  the  language  of  the  statute,  the  "means 
of  support"  and  in  determining  what  is  meant  by  the  phrase  "maaxve. 
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of  support''  it  was  very  properly  held  in  the  case  of  Eveline  Holtz- 
worth  (7  P.  D.,  48),  to  include  all  resources  such  as  lands,  goods  and 
all  other  sources  of  income  from  which  the  wants  of  life  may  be  sup- 
plied. The  statute  eliminates  from  the  sources  of  income,  only  the 
daily  labor  of  the  claimant.  If  a  claimant  therefore  has  resources  from 
any  other  source  than  her  manual  labor  from  which  the  wants  of  life 
may  be  supplied,  she  is  not  dependent  within  the  meaning  of  this 
statute,  independent  of  the  question  as  to  whether  any  income  is  or  is  I 
not  derived  from  unproductive  property.  I 

It  evidently  was  not  the  intention  of  this  law  to  pension  those  who  ' 
owned  thousands  of  dollars  worth  of  unproductive  property,  in  order 
that  the  propert}'^  might  be  held  intact  during  the  life  of  the  claimant 
and  pass  undiminished  to  her  heirs  or  devisees.  Such  a  rule  would 
result  in  pensioning  all  widows,  who  by  investing  their  money  or  con- 
verting their  productive  property  into  wild  or  unproductive  lands, 
stocks,  or  noninterest  or  nondividend  paying  investments,  could  thus 
deprive  themselves  of  any  income,  regardless  of  the  amount  of  their 
means  of  support. 

Under  a  strict  construction  of  section  3,  no  widow  can  be  pensioned 
who  was  in  the  possession  of  any  other  means  of  support  than  her  daily 
labor,  but  under  a  liberal  construction,  pension  is  allowed  where  tiie 
property  or  means  of  support  are  small,  or  as  in  the  case  of  Mary  Kille, 
decided  by  me  April  5,  1895,  where  the  means  of  support  consisted  of 
her  home  assessed  at  $1,000,  I  held  that — 

Where  the  resources  as  in  this  case  consist  only  of  the  home  of  claimant  and  which 
without  her  daily  labor  would  fall  far  short  of  furnishing  her  a  support,  and  the  rentil 
value  of  which  would  be  wholly  inadequate  to  her  support,  she  should  not  be  required 
to  whoUy  exhaust  her  resources  and  deprive  herself  of  a  sheltering  roof  in  her  old  age, 
before  she  is  deemed  sufficiently  dependent  to  entitle  her  to  a  dependent  mother's 
pensioD, 

and  her  claim  was  accordingly  allowed. 

A  liberal  construction  of  said  section  3  results  in  granting  many  peu- 
sions  to  widows  whose  means  of  support  are  small,  and  which,  supple- 
mented witJi  her  own  efforts,  are  not  sufficient  to  furnish  her  a  support; 
but  the  most  liberal  interpretation  of  this  act  would  not  justify  the 
granting  of  a  pension  to  this  claimant  who  is  shown  to  be  the  sole 
owner  of  264  acres,  unincumbered,  and  assessed  at  nearly  $1,000,  aside 
from  the  homestead  of  124  acres,  even  conceding  that  she  has  but  a  life 
interest  in  the  homestead,  and  that  she  is  physically  disabled  from  the 
performance  of  any  labor. 

The  action  appealed  from  is  accordingly  affirmed. 

The  papers  in  the  case  are  herewith  returned. 
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increase-new  disability-evidbnce-presumptions. 

David  Kiley. 

Whenever,  in  a  claim  for  iDcrease  of  pension  under  the  general  law,  an  applicant,  after 
long  and  nnexplained  silence,  alleges  a  new  disability  of  which  there  is  neither  rec- 
ord nor  medical  evidence,  the  adverse  presnmption  arising  from  the  absence  of  such 
evidence  is  open  to  rebuttal  by  the  testimony  of  officers,  comrades,  and  neighbors; 
but  SQch  presumption  is  not  outweighed  by  the  mere  recital  under  oath  of  assertions 
made  long  since  by  the  soldier  himself  or  by  general  and  vague  statements  of  the 
witnesses,  and  can  be  overcome  only  by  direct  and  positive  proof  of  incurrence  and 
existence,  or  by  satisfactory  evidence  as  to  facts  and  circumstances  from  which  said 
incurrence  and  existence  are  to  be  naturally,  fairly,  and  reasonably  inferred.  (Cit- 
ing the  case  of  Thomas  H.  Strange,  7  P.  D.,  36.) 

Assistant    Secretary   John    M,    Reynolds    to    the    Commissioner   of  Pensions, 

February  6,  1897, 

Claimant  on  December  28,  1896,  appealed  from  the  action  of  your 
Bureau  of  August  27,  189(5,  rejecting  so  much  of  his  application  for 
increase  of  pension  (Certificate  No.  45,043)  as  was  based  upon  rupture, 
filed  May  5,  1892,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  not  shown  to  have  been 
incurred  in  service. 

The  contention  is  in  substance  that  the  evidence  shows  incurrence  in 
service  and  in  line  of  duty. 

Claimant,  who  was  pensioned  at  $12  per  month  for  chronic  diarrhea 
and.  resulting  piles  and  injury  to  back  from  date  of  discharge,  July  21, 
1863,  under  his  first  application,  filed  April  6,  1865,  alleging  as  causes 
of  disability  typhoid  fever  and  chronic  diarrhea,  filed  an  application 
for  increase  May  5,  1892,  based  upon  pensioned  causes,  and  for  the  first 
time  alleged  as  a  new  disability  rupture  of  right  side,  incurred  at  same 
time  he  received  his  injury  of  back,  for  which  he  is  pensioned. 

His 'case  was  specially  examined,  and  the  evidence  taken  shows  that 
he  was  severely  injured  by  falling  in  a  hole  or  off  a  bridge  while  on  a 
night  march  from  Camp  Vermont,  near  Mount  Vernon,  Va.,  to  Union 
Mills,  Va.,  in  December,  1862.  This  accident  appears  to  have  so  injured 
him  that  he  did  no  further  active  duty  in  the  service. 

The  records  of  the  War  Department  show  him  treated  in  hospital 
from  January  9,  1863,  for  lame  legs,  fever,  and  lame  back,  sore  throat, 
diarrhea,  intermittent  fever,  typhoid  fever,  cholera  morbus,  and  chronic 
diarrhea,  and  returned  to  duty  July  10,  1863,  and  discharged  eleven 
days  thereafter.  There  is  no  record  evidence  of  rupture  or  treatment 
therefor,  but  several  of  his  comrades  testify  to  seeing  his  rupture  while 
in  service.  There  is  no  medical  evidence  of  claimant  having  been 
treated  for  rupture  after  discharge  until  about  1892,  the  year  in  which 
he  filed  his  application,  alleging  rupture  as  the  result  of  said  fall  in 
1862. 

p.  D, — VOL.  8 29 
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The  evidence  as  to  the  existence  of  rupture  in  service  and  since  dis- 
charge is  vague  and  unsatisfactory,  and  the  existence  of  rupture  is  first 
disclosed  by  medical  examinations  in  1892,  when  the  board  rat€d  him 
but  j\  for  hernia. 

I  am  of  the  opinion  that  this  case  comes  within  the  ruling  in  the  case 
of  Thomas  H.  Strange  (7  P.  D.,  36),  where  it  was  held  that  whenever, 
in  a  claim  for  increase  of  pension  under  the  general  law,  an  applicant, 
after  long  and  unexplained  silence,  alleges  a  new  disability  of  which 
there  is  neither  record  nor  medical  evidence,  the  adverse  presumption 
arising  from  the  absence  of  such  evidence  is  open  to  rebuttal  by  the 
testimony  of  officers,  comrades,  and  neighbors ;  but  such  presumption 
is  not  outweighed  by  the  mere  recital  under  oath  of  assertions  made 
long  since  by  the  soldier  himself  or  by  general  and  vague  statements  of 
the  witnesses,  and  can  be  overcome  only  by  direct  and  positive  proof 
of  incurrence  and  existence,  or  by  satisfactory  evidence  as  to  facts  and 
circumstances  from  which  said  incurrence  and  existence  are  to  be  natn- 
rally,  fairly,  and  reasonably  inferred,  and  the  action  appealed  from  is 
accordingly  affirmed. 

The  papers  in  the  case  are  herewith  returned. 


attorneyship-rorfeiture— neglect. 

William  Coleman  (claimant). 
Nathan  Bickford  (attorne^^). 

1.  The  appellant  neglected  the  case  for  more  than  one  year  and  thereby  forfeited  his 

right. 

2.  In  a  Ciise  under  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  where  an  attorney  becomes  entitled  to  reooj:- 

nition  upon  the  default  of  the  attorney  of  recorcl,  and  having  filed  a  new  declaratioo 
his  rights  can  not  be  aflected  by  the  fact  that  the  claimant,  throngh  sonie  dolv 
authorized  attorney,  subsequently  files  another  declaration,  provided  he  calls  up  the 
case  at  proper  intervals. 

Assistant    Secretary    John    M.    Reynolds    to    the    Commissioner    of  Pennoiu, 

February  6,  1897. 

Nathan  Bickford,  of  Waehington,  D.  C,  January  7,  1897,  appealed 
in  the  matter  of  recognition  in  the  claim  under  theact  of  June  27, 1890, 
of  William  Coleman. 

The  facts  are  that  M.  V.  Tierney,  of  Washington,  D.  C,  July  27, 
1891,  filed  the  original  declaration.  The  claim  was  rejected  January 
l.'{,  1893,  on  the  ground  of  no  ratable  disability,  and  Mr.  Tierney  noti- 
fied thereof  January  16,  following.  The  appellant,  February  9,  1894, 
filed  a  new  declaration  and  filed  call  slips  August  18,  1894,  April  10, 
and  October  26,  1895.     Mr.  Tieme^j ,  OcVoVj^t  11 ,  \%SS^,  ^V^d  «.  new  dec- 
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laration,  and  on  February  27  and  October  23,  1895,  filed  evidence. 
The  claim  was  rejected  December  3,  1895,  on  the  ground  of  no  ratable 
disability,  and  Mr.  Tierney  informed  December  11,  1895.  January  17, 
189(5,  Mr.  Tierney  filed  another  declaration. 

In  the  case  of  Thomas  Bean  (7  P.  D.,  627)  rules  are  laid  down  oper- 
ating to  unite  claims  filed  under  the  second  section  of  the  act  of  June 
27,  1890,  in  behalf  of  a  soldier.  When  the  appellant  appeared  in  the 
case  he  was  entitled  to  recognition,  and  the  obligations  and  services  of 
the  original  attorney  devolved  upon  and  inured  to  his  benefit,  as  was 
held  in  the  case  of  Patrick  McEneany  (8  P.  D.,  206).  Furthermore, 
upon  the  same  principle  underlying  the  case  cited  all  services  subse- 
quently rendered  b}-  an  attorney,  while  the  appellant  preserved  his 
rights,  also  inured  to  his  benefit.  Such  is,  in  effect,  the  holding  of 
the  Department  in  the  case  of  James  J.  Abbott  (8  P.  D.,  79). 

It  will  be  noted  in  the  case  at  bar  that  under  the  rules  laid  down  in 
the  Bean  case  the  appellant  succeeded  to  the  rights  of  Mr.  Tierney  upon 
the  former's  appearance  in  the  case,  and  that  the  claims  then  filed  in 
behalf  of  the  soldier  became  united ;  that  under  the  rules  of  practice  it 
was  only  incumbent  upon  the  appellant  in  order  to  preserve  his  rights 
to  call  up  the  case  at  intervals  of  less  than  one  year  until  given  the 
requirements,  or  until  the  claim  is  allowed ;  that  so  long  as  the  appel- 
lant continued  in  good  standing  any  services  rendered  during  his  time 
inured  to  his  benefit  under  familiar  rules  of  practice,  and  that  under 
the  Abbott  case  (supra)  all  new  claims  filed  during  said  period  became 
united  with  the  other  claims  filed  in  behalf  of  the  soldier  to  the  extent 
that  there  was  but  a  single  claim  pending  in  his  behalf  under  the  act 
of  June  27,  1890. 

In  a  case  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  where  an  attorney  becomes 
entitled  to  recognition  upon  the  default  of  the  attorney  of  record,  and 
having  filed  a  new  declaration,  his  rights  can  not  be  aftected  by  the  fact 
that  the  claimant,  through  some  duly  authorized  attorney,  subsequently 
files  another  declaration,  provided  he  calls  up  the  case  at  proper  inter- 
vals. 

No  other  rule  can  be  a  just  one  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  rules  of 
practice  are  arbitrary  and  technical,  and  the  consideration  that  when 
an  attorney  has  complied  with  the  rules  the  same  ought  to  operate  to 
preserve  his  rights. 

However,  it  was  incumbent  upon  the  appellant,  under  the  conditions 
of  this  case,  to  call  it  up  regularly  until  the  same  was  allowed,  unless 
he  is  sooner  given  the  requirements  thereof.  This  the  appellant  did  not 
do,  as  he  failed  to  call  up  the  case  during  the  year  ending  October  26, 
1896,  nor  had  the  requirements  of  the  case  in  the  meantime  been  given 
to  him.  Therefore  he  forfeited  his  rights  on  the  last-mentioned  date 
through  neglect. 

Action  affirmed. 
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attorneyship-power  of  attorney— 1v1tnk88e8. 
Obed  a.  Patterson  (claimant). 

C.  L.  CUDEBEC    (attorney). 

A  power  of  attorney  to  which  the  signatare  of  the  claimant  is  not  attested  hy  two  wit- 
nesses confers  no  authority  upon  an  agent  or  attorney  to  appear  in  a  pennon  clum, 
and  without  such  authority  a  person  can  not  have  title  to  a  fee.  (CitiDg  case  of 
Robert  Capstick,  decided  January  16,  1897. ) 

Assistant   Secretary   John   M,    Reynolds    to   the    Commissioner    of   FeiufioM, 

February  6,  1897. 

C.  L.  Cudebec,  of  Nunda,  N.  Y.,  December  10, 1896,  appealed  in  the 
matter  of  fee  on  the  issue  of  November  9,  1896,  in  the  claim  under  the 
general  laws,  of  Obed  A.  Patterson. 

The  appellant  was  denied  a  fee  upon  the  ground  that  there  was  no 
proper  evidence  on  file  of  his  authority  to  appear  in  the  claim. 

August  10,  1892,  the  appellant  filed  a  power  of  attorne3'^  in  which  the 
claimant's  signature  was  attested  by  one  witness  only. 

In  the  claim  of  Robert  Capstick,  decided  January  16,  1897  (28  Fee 
P.  L.  Bk.,  13),  the  Department  held  that — 

A  power  of  attorney  to  which  the  signature  of  the  claiiuant  is  not  attested  by  two 
witnesses,  confers  no  authority  upon  an  agent  or  attorney  to  appear  in  a  pension  eliiiui. 
and  without  such  authority  a  person  can  not  have  title  to  a  fee. 

As  the  foregoing  rule  still  meets  with  the  approbation  of  the  Depart- 
ment, the  action  of  the  Bureau  is  affirmed. 


1 

I 


\ 
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appeal— practice-attonneyship—increasb. 

Samuel  C.  White. 

1.  An  appeal  filed  by  an  attorney  who  is  not  entitled  to  reoognition,  but  which  appeal 
is  signed  by  claimant,  will  be  considered  as  an  appeal  by  claimant  per  se. 

3.  Claimant  hears  ordinary  conversation  with  both  ears  at  more  than  6  feet,  and  the  only 
disability  apparent  is  by  reason  of  congested  pharynx,  which  does  not  entitle  him  to 
an  increase  over  $6  per  month. 

Assistant  Secretary   John    M.    Reynolds   to    the    Commissioner   of    I^etisioni, 

February  20^  1897. 

On  January  29, 1889,  appellant's  claim  under  the  general  law  for  dis- 
ease of  throat  resulting  in  total  deafness  of  left  ear  and  severe  deafness 
of  right  ear  was  admitted  at  $26  per  month.  On  August  10,  1892,  he 
filed  a  declaration  for  increase  based  on  accepted  pensioned  cause, 
together  with  alleged  new  d\sab\\\\)\fe«>  oi  T\i"eAVKi^\iVKai^  diarrbfta^  and 
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kidney  disease.  On  July  25,  1896,  the  new  disabilities  were  rejected 
on  the  ground  of  no  ratable  disability,  and  the  rating  of  $25  per  month 
was  withdrawn  on  the  ground  that  the  disability  from  deafness  had 
ceased,  and  he  was  rerated  at  $6  per  month  for  disease  of  throat.  On 
October  30,  1895,  he  filed  his  declaration  for  increase  on  the  ground  of 
pensioned  cause,  and  as  new  disabilities  disease  of  eyes  and  malarial 
poisoning.  On  October  5,  1896,  new  disabilities  were  rejected  on  the 
ground  of  no  ratable  degree  of  disability,  and  increase  was  denied  on 
pensioned  cause. 

On  October  23,  1896,  three  appeals,  and  on  January  26, 1897,  a  fourth 
one,  were  filed.  These  appeals  all  go  to  the  contention  that  the  reduc- 
tion of  rate  and  rejection  of  increase  claims  were  contrary  to  the 
evidence.  On  December  1,  1896, 1  dismissed  the  three  appeals  on  the 
ground  that  M.  H.  O'Brien,  the  attorney  who  filed  them,  was  not  entitled 
to  recognition,  never  having  acted  as  attorney  for  the  claimant,  and  on 
the  further  ground  that  the  power  of  attorney  contained  in  said  appeals 
was  not  sworn  to.  The  files  are  now  forwarded  to  the  Secretary  under 
the  fourth  appeal,  and  I  find  upon  review  of  the  papers,  although 
the  three  appeals  were  filed  by  Mr.  O'Brien,  that  they  were  signed  by 
claimant.  These  appeals  therefore  do  not  fall  under  Rule  1,  cited  in 
my  former  opinion,  because  of  the  following.  Tliey  were  not  taken  by 
the  attorney,  they  were  taken  by  the  claimant  himself,  as  evidenced  by 
the  fact  that  they  are  signed  by  claimant.  It  is  true  that  the  appeals 
contain  a  clause  appointing  **M.  H.  O'Brien  as  his  true  and  hiwfiil 
attorney  to  prosecute  his  claim,''  but  so  far  as  such  a  statement  relates 
to  the  appeal  contained  in  the  same  document,  it  will  be  considered  as 
surplusage,  and  further,  such  a  recital  carries  no  power,  for  the  reason 
hereinbefore  stated. 

I  held  in  the  appeal  of  Mary  A.  Reynolds  (8  P.  D.,  287)  that  an 
appeal  executed  by  claimant,  presented  by  or  through  a  disbarred 
attorney,  should  redound  to  the  benefit  of  claimant,  and  be  considered  as 
the  appeal  of  claimant,  per  se,  which  it  is  in  fact.  An  appeal  signed  by 
claimant,  and  filed  by  an  attorney  who  is  not  recognized,  or  has  no  valid 
power  of  attorney,  is  in  no  wise  different,  as  to  the  point  at  issue,  from 
the  principle  laid  down  in  the  above  cited  Reynold's  case.  The  status 
of  an  attorney  should  not  be  allowed  to  defeat  the  right  of  claimant  to 
appeal  to  the  Secretary,  provided  it  is  the  claimant  himself  who  takes 
the  appeal.  For  the  foregoing  reason,  the  dismissal  of  the  cited  appeals 
was  error,  and  they  are  herewith  reinstated,  and  will  be  considered,  the 
appeal  of  January  2, 1897,  being  also  taken  up  in  connection  therewith, 
as  going  to  the  general  issue  raised. 

Claimant  was  examined  in  March,  1893,  with  great  care,  and  the 
three  examining  surgeons  report  unanimously  that  after  a  patient  and 
careful  examination^  claimant,  without  either  eax   cte^\T\\R\fc^^  \Nftax% 
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ordinary  conversation  at  a  distance  of  20  feet  ur  more,  with  right  ear 
closed  (he  claims  to  be  totally  deaf  in  left  ear)  he  hears  ordinary  con- 
versation at  10  feet  or  more.  In  May  189G  he  was  again  examined, 
and  he  was  found  to  hear  conversation,  w4th  the  speaker's  head  tum^ 
away  from  him^  at  15  feet  or  more,  but  that  his  hearing  was  some 
better  with  his  right  than  with  his  left  ear.  I  think  it  clearly  apparent 
that  there  was  no  error  committed  by  you  in  dropping  deafness  as  a 
disability. 

You  have  rejected  his  alleged  new  disabilities  of  rheumatism,  diar- 
rhea, kidney  disease,  malarial  poisoning  and  disease  of  eyes,  on  the 
ground  of  no  ratable  degree  of  disability.  There  is  no  evidence  of 
chronic  diarrhea,  and  the  alleged  rheumatism  is  indicated  by  slight 
crepitus  in  fingers;  but  there  is  no  tenderness  or  limitation  of  motion. 
There  are  no  evidences  of  kidney  disease  or  malarial  poisoning.  He 
has  catarrh,  which  is  evidenced  by  a  congested  pharynx,  the  posterior 
vault  being  much  excavated.  Upon  a  careful  review  of  the  evidence 
and  the  law,  I  find  no  errors  in  your  actions  appealed  from,  and  they  are 
accordingly  sustained.  4 

The  actions  appealed  from  are  affirmed. 


I>ECI^ARATIONS-PRACTICE. 

RoBiNA  Weatherwax  (widow). 

The  action  of  the  Coinmissiouer  in  returning  a  declaration  ^vhioh  omits  a  material  aver- 
ment is  not  error. 

Assistant    Secretary    John   M.    Reynolds   to    Hie    Commissioner   of   Peiisiotu, 

February  20,  1897. 

Martin  H.  O'Brien  on  January  9,  1897,  appealed  from  the  action  of 
your  Bureau  of  October  30,  1896,  refusing  to  accept  and  file  a  decla- 
ration for  widow's  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  section  3, 
which  failed  to  aver  that  claimant  was  married  to  soldier,  John  Weath- 
erwax, late  of  Company  K,  Fifth  New  York  Cavalry,  prior  to  the  date 
of  said  act. 

The  contention  is  that  as  the  defect  could  be  amended  or  supplied  by 
proof,  that  the  action  of  the  Commissioner  was  unwarranted  and  should 
be  reversed;  that  he  should  be  required  to  accept  said  declaration  and 
recognize  him  as  the  attorney  and  refuse  to  recognize  an  attorney  who 
had  subsequently  filed  a  valid  declaration. 

A  declaralii)n  under  said  act  on  the  part  of  a  widow  who  fails  to 
allege  that  she  was  married  to  the  soldier  prior  to  said  act  fails  to  state 
a  case  which  would  entitle  her  to  'a\>Q\\"SAO\\. 
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The  Government  could  admit  all  the  facts  alleged  in  said  declaration, 
and  then  his  client  would  not  be  entitled  to  a  pension  under  section  3 
of  said  act.  The  attorney  by  his  own  error  is  alone  responsible  for  the 
employment  by  his  client  of  another  attorney  who  has  filed  a  valid  dec- 
laration, and  to  remove  such  attorney  and  reinstate  one  who  has  lost 
his  status  by  his  own  act  would  be  an  act  of  injustice  without  excuse. 

The  action  of  the  Commissioner  complained  of  was  not  error,  and 
said  action  is  accordingly  affirmed. 

The  papers  in  the  case  are  herewith  returned. 


marriage  of  sl.aves— illicit  cohabitation. 
Annie  Hughes  (widow). 

1.  The  evidence  shows  a  contemplated  and  legally  completed  hona  fide  marital  relation 

hetween  claimant  and  Hughes,  commencing  September  18,  1867,  and  oontinaing 
uninterruptedly  to  the  date  of  soldier's  death,  in  May,  1888. 

2.  There  is  an  utter  absence  of  proof  that  either  Hughes  or  Ozete  contemplated  a  bona 

fide  marital  relation  during  slavery,  and  the  same  is  true  as  to  their  cohabitation 
after  emancipation. 
Held,  Slaves  in  their  quasi  matrimonial  relation  could  be  guilty  of  an  illicit  marital 
relation,  and  if  the  I>ona  fide  moral  matrimonial  intent  was  lacking  between  a  male 
and  female  slave  such  a  relation  can  not  be  made  the  foundation  upon  which  to 
build  a  subsequent  legal  marital  status,  created  by  force  of  law  after  emancipation. 

Assistant    Secretary    John   M,    Reynolds   to   the    Commissimier   of    Pensions^ 

February  6,  1897. 

Claimant  herein,  a  pensioner  under  the  general  law,  certificate  No. 
249,568,  was  dropped  from  the  rolls  October  26,  1894,  on  the  ground 
that  she  was  not  the  legal  widow  of  Thomas  Hughes,  through  whom 
she  was  pensioned,  and  one  Ozete  Hughes  was,  on  said  date,  allowed  pen- 
sion under  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  as  the  lawful  widow  of  said  Thomas 
Hughes.  Claimant  has  filed  additional  testimony,  and  you  refuse  to 
recede  from  your  former  holding.  An  appeal  is  filed  October  21,  1806, 
alleging  error  in  law,  in  that  claimant  is  the  lawful  widow  of  soldier. 

A  special  examination  has  been  held,  and  the  following  is  found  as 
to  the  evidence  and  the  law  applicable  thereto : 

Thomas  Hughes  was  married  during  slavery,  according  to  slave  cus- 
tom, to  one  Nancy  Payne,  who  died  previous  to  1860 ;  Ozete  Estill  was 
married  in  the  same  manner,  sometime  previous  to  tlie  breaking  out 
of  the  civil  war,  to  one  Jack  Estill.  While  Ozete  was  living  with 
Jack,  he,  suspecting  her  infidelity,  left  her,  and  during  1861,  the  precise 
date  not  being  ascertainable,  Hughes  and  Ozete  commenced  to  live  and 
cohabit  with  one  another. 
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The  res  gesto  occurs  at  this  point,  for  the  whole  case  binges  primarily 
upon  the  question  as  to  whether  or  not  this  relation,  at  its  inceptioii 
during  slavery,  was  assumed  with  a  moral  matrimonial  intent  on  the 
part  of  Ozete  and  Hughes,  for  their  subsequent  acts,  after  the  legal 
impediment  (slavery)  was  removed  as  determining  their  civil  statufi, 
are  dependent  upon  the  intent  which  was  present  when  their  cohabita- 
tion commenced. 

Mr.  Bishop  well  states  the  principle  involved  when  he  says : 

The  distinction  thus  drawn  in  this  section  between  giving  a  subsequent  legal  Tiliditv 
to  an  invalid  act,  resting  upon  the  question  whether  the  act  was  a  moral  or  a  lawful 
one,  or  was  immoral  and  unlawfal,  runs  through  the  entire  field  of  our  law. 

There  can  be  no  question  but  that  slaves  in  their  quasi  matrimonial 
status  could  be  guilty  of  an  illicit  relation,  and  that  an  illicit  connection 
between  a  male  and  female  slave  could  as  well  exist  as  the  same  rela- 
tion could  exist  between  a  free  male  and  female.  It  is  the  intent  of  the 
parties  in  such  cases  that  is  the  governing  factor,  and  if  the  moral  mat- 
rimonial intent  between  the  slaves  was  lacking,  their  outward  matrimo- 
nial relation  during  slavery  can  no  more  be  used  as  a  foundation  upon 
which  to  build  a  subsequent  legal  marital  status  than  a  similar  condi- 
tion between  a  free  male  and  female  could  be  used  as  the  basis  of  a  com- 
mon-law marriage.  The  intent  of  Ozete  and  Hughes  at  the  time  their 
cohabitation  commenced  may  be  demonstrated  by  all  of  the  facts  and 
circumstances  which  surrounded  them  and  which  actually  occurred  at 
the  time. 

Two  things  were  of  almost  universal  occurrence  during  slavery  when 
male  and  female  slaves  entered  into  a  bona  fide  moral  marital  state,  viz, 
the  obtaining  of  the  consent  of  the  owners  to  such  an  alliance,  together 
with  the  celebration  of  some  ceremony,  wherein  the  intent  was  expressed 
in  a  quasi  public  manner  indicative  of  the  fact  that  the  parties  proposed 
from  that  date  to  sustain  together  the  moral  marital  relation  (all  that 
they  were  then  capable  of)  of  man  and  wife.  This  phase  of  the  ease 
has  been  thoroughly  canvassed,  but  Ozete's  allegations  are  not  borne 
out.  Iler  former  master  remembers  no  consent  being  asked  or  given, 
and  does  not  recollect  of  any  ceremony  having  been  performed.  Her 
former  mistress  thinks  that  permission  was  asked,  and  that  she  replied 
that  she  didn't  care  anything  about  it.  The  mistress  also  states  that 
she  never  heard  of  any  ceremony  having  been  performed,  stating  that 
Ozete  **took  up''  with  Hughes  about  the  time  the  civil  war  commenced. 
None  of  the  parties  whom  Ozete  claims  knew  of  the  slave  marriage  were 
present  at  the  alleged  ceremony,  and  all  the  knowledge  that  they  appear 
to  have  ab5ut  the  ceremony  is  from  Ozete's  statements,  and  the  further 
fact  that  they  knew  Ozete  and  Hughes  had  lived  and  cohabited  together. 
It  must,  however,  be  carefully  borne  in  mind  that  the  fact  of  living  and 
cohabiting  together  does  not  constitute*  tVv^  Tsv'axTVak;^^  ^t&t^,^  and  it  did 
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DOt  constitute  what  was  known  as  a  slave  marriage.  The  intent  mat- 
rimonial was  as  necessary  with  slaves  as  it  is  with  free  persons.  One 
witness  (colored),  who  is  rated  by  special  examiner  as  "good,"  states 
that  the  living  together  of  Ozete  and  Hughes  was  the  subject  of  scandal 
about  the  plantation. 

Hughes  enlisted  in  January,  1864,  together  with  others  in  that  vicin- 
ity, and  Ozete,  in  common  with  other  negresses  in  that  section,  followed 
the  men.  One  comrade  states  that  Ozete  and  Hughes  occupied  the 
same  tent  during  soldier's  service,  Hughes  being  an  orderly  sergeant, 
but  such  testimony  would  have  to  be  very  strongly  corroborated  before 
it  could  be  accepted,  such  a  procedure  being  so  contrary  to  the  regular 
army  life  and  regulations.  Ozete  alleges  that  she  lived  with  soldier  as 
his  wife  for  something  over  ten  years  after  his  discharge,  and  the  best 
testimony  that  she  produces  in  her  entire  claim  is  as  to  a  possible  lawful 
marital  relation  with  soldier  after  the  war  and  previous  to  September, 
1867.  Mrs.  Rebecca  Lewis,  who  knew  Ozete  before  the  war,  testifies, 
in  substance,  that  at  some  date,  probably  shortly  after  soldier's  dis- 
charge, which  was  in  August,  1865,  Ozete  came  to  her  house  as  cook 
and  remained  there  some  little  time;  that  Hughes  used  to  come  there, 
staying  with  Ozete,  ostensibly  as  her  husband ;  that  they  acted  as  man 
and  wife,  and  were  recognized  as  such.  It  is  evident  that  Mrs.  Lewis 
supposed  them  to  be,  and  considered  them  as,  husband  and  wife,  and 
her  belief  may  naturally  have  been  strengthened  by  the  knowledge  of 
their  having  some  years  previous  lived  together  upon  her  sister^s  plan- 
tation. 

In  reviewing  the  testimony  in  support  of  claimant's  contention,  it 
appears  by  claimant's  testimony  that  she  was  married  to  Hughes  on 
September  18,  1867.  She  alleges  a  ceremonial  marriage  by  Justice 
Stremmell,  at  his  oflSce  in  St.  Louis,  but  states  that  her  marriage  cer- 
tificate was  destroyed  by  fire.  She  produces,  however,  in  her  newly 
filed  evidence  important  testimony  upon  this  fact.  John  H.  Wart- 
man,  sr.,  testifies  that  the  following  entry,  reading  from  claimant's 
Bible,  was  made  by  him  "long  ago'' — **long  before  Hughes  died,"  and 
that  the  same  is  in  afiiant's  own  handwriting,  viz : 

This  is  to  certify,  Thomas  Hughes  and  An  Die  White  were  married  September  18, 
1867,  by  Esquire  Stremmel,  St.  Louis,  Mo.,  Belle  Proctor,  Scott  Payne,  witnesses. 
Affiant  states  that  this  entry  was  made  '^from  the  marriage  certificate  of  said  Esquire 
Stremmel." 

Further  stating  that,  to  the  best  of  his  recollection,  the  certificate  was 
then  in  an  old  and  dilapidated  condition.  The  whereabouts  of  these 
witnesses  are  unknown. 

Claimant  has  borne  eight  children  to  soldier,  and  there  is  a  consider- 
able amount  of  testimony  from  reliable  sources  showing  that  since  the 
date  of  alleged  marriage  Hughes  and  Annie  lived  aivd  e»\i%)a\\ft^\f^^g^^'Bt 
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as  man  and  wife,  and  that  Hughee  died  in  such  relation,  which  extended 
over  a  space  of  twenty-one  years.     Hughes's  employer,  as  well  as  hb   *^ 
foreman,  date  their  knowledge  of  this  relation  back  to  at  least  1870,    ' 
and  other  affiants,  who  have  known  Hughes  ever  since  the  alleged  mar-    | 
riage  with  Annie,  testify  of  their  own  knowledge  to  an  uninterrupted 
marriage  relation  between  claimant  and  Hughes  from  1867  to  soldier's 
death.     Ozete's  allegation  that  she  lived  with  Hughes  as  his  wife  notil. 
say,  1876  is  not  corroborated  by  any  of  her  witnesses,  except  in  the    i 
most  vague  manner.     Mrs.  Lewis,  Ozete's  best  witness,  states  that  she    j 
knows  that  Hughes  was  not  living  with  Ozete  in  1873.     Ozete  appears 
to  have  lived  in  the  same  city  as  Hughes  and  claimant,  and  yet  she    j 
does  not  pretend  to  have  ever  asserted  her  marital  rights  to  either 
Hughes  or  claimant,  or  to  have  advised  claimant  in  any  manner,  not- 
withstanding the  fact  that  Ozete  admits  that  she  knew  that  Hughes 
was  living  with  Annie  for  a  long  space  of  time,  and  also  knew  that 
Annie  had  two  children  by  Hughes  before  the  time  tViat  Ozete  alleges 
that  Hughes  left  her. 

Upon  a  careful  study  of  the  evidence  I  fail  to  find  any  conflict  what-  I 
ever  in  the  testimony  of  claimant  or  her  witnesses,  all  of  whom  are  1 
rated  good  (claimant  being  rated  *^fair  to  good")?  while  there  are  great   | 
variations  as  to  important  facts,  both  in  the  testimony  of  Ozete  and  her   j 
witnesses,  the  special  examiner  rating  Ozete  ^* unreliable"  as  a  witness.   ' 
while  practically  all  of  the  witnesses  who  aid  Ozete's  case  are  rated 
"fair,"  with  the  exception  of  Mrs.  Lewis,  who  is  perfectly  reliable. 
Claimant  swears  that  soldier  told  her,  and  reiterated  it,  that  he  never 
had  been  married  but  once  previous  to  September  18,  1867,  and  that    | 
was  to  his  slave  wife,  Nancy  Payne,  who  died  before  the  war.     Soldier's 
physician  and  pastor,  who  knew  him  at  least  since  1880,  swear  that 
they  never  heard  of  any  other  woman  claiming  to  be  the  wife  of 
Hughes.     A  careful  investigation  has  been  made,  but  no  reliable  wit-    1 
ness  has  been  found  who  ever  heard  of  any  other  wife  of  Hughes  than    » 
claimant  since  1867.    The  life  and  actions  of  Ozete,  from  a  period  shortly    I 
after  the  war  (1867)  up  to  the  time  of  her  filing  her  declaration  for  pen-    | 
sion  (1891),  tend  strongly  to  show  that  it  was  not  until  three  years  after 
claimant  was  granted  a  pension  (1888),  a  space  of  twenty-four  years 
after  cohabitation  between  Ozete  and  Hughes  had  ceased,  that  Ozet« 
ever  claimed  to  be  the  veritable  legal  wife  of  Hughes.     On  the  other 
hand,  the  life  and  actions  of  Hughes  from  September,  1867,  up  to  his 
death,  1888,  tend  as  strongly  to  show  his  evident  and  avowed  intention 
of  breaking  oft*  an  illicit  intercourse  with  Ozete,  which  had  its  inception 
during  slavery  and  the  substitution  therefor  of  a  legal  marital  relation 
with  claimant,  and  which  fact  is  further  evidenced  and  sanctioned  bva 
legal  ceremonial  marriage. 

I  am,  therefore,  convinced  upon  the  evidence  that  a  bona  fide  moral 
relation  of  man  and  wife  between  O/.vitti  'A.\i<\  WAaL^^^^^^sKTv^N^T  ^ww\jt\s\- 
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lated  by  either  of  them  during  their  cohabitation  from  inception  up  to 
tieir  emancipation;  and,  further,  that  the  cohabitation  after  emanci- 
ation  between  these  two  was  illicit,  and  not  entered  into  by  either  of 
hem  with  a  bona  fide  intent  to  become  man  and  wife,  but  was  simply 
.  continuance  of  an  illicit  relation  contracted  during  slavery;  that  a 
ery  strong  presumption  is  raised  that  soldier  and  claimant  were  legally 
aarried  by  a  ceremony  performed  by  a  justice  of  the  peace  in  St.  Louis, 
tie,  and  that  from  that  date,  September  10, 1867,  claimant  and  Hughes 
ived  and  cohabited  under  a  legal  marital  relation,  which  relation  con- 
in  aed  up  to  soldier's  death. 

The  statement  of  Ozete  that  she  was  again  married  to  Hughes  "under 
he  new  constitution^'  about  the  time  of  soldier's  discharge  is  scarcely 
.vorthy  of  consideration,  for  there  was  no  provision  in  the  constitution 
)f  Missouri  referred  to  by  Ozete  (which  was,  doubtless,  the  one  that 
w^ent  into  operation  on  July  4,  1865)  which  in  any  way  refers  to  the 
narriage  of  those  persons  who  were  previously  in  a  state  of  involuntary 
servitude.  Moreover,  it  appears  in  the  evidence  that  those  to  whom 
jhe  refers  as  being  cognizant  of  the  alleged  occurrence  have  no  actual 
)r  personal  knowledge  of  the  alleged  event. 

Inasmuch  as  further  adjudication  will  be  necessary,  it  may  not  be 
improper  for  me  to  state  that  the  testimony  adduced  at  special  exami- 
aation  raises  the  issue  as  to  whetlier  soldier  died  by  reason  of  military 
service  or  by  reason  of  his  own  vicious  habits.  I  refrain  from  giving 
expression  to  any  opinion  upon  that  phase  of  the  question,  for  it  is  a 
matter  to  be  decided  by  you.  I  desire  merely  to  call  your  attention  to 
the  matter,  inasmuch  as  the  appeal  goes  to  a  question  of  reinstatement. 

My  conclusion  is  that  Ozete  can  not  be  held,  under  the  evidence  now 
in  the  case,  to  be  the  legal  widow  of  Hughes,  and  that  she  should  be 
dropped  from  the  rolls,  unless  she  proved  her  claim  under  the  provisions 
of  the  act  of  December  21,  1893. 

In  view  of  the  foregoing,  I  can  not  sustain  your  holding  that  claim- 
ant is  not  the  legal  widow  of  soldier,  but,  on  the  contrary,  I  conclude, 
under  the  law  and  evidence,  that  claimant  is  the  legal  widow  of  Thomas 
Hughes. 

The  action  appealed  from  is  reversed. 


appeal-practice— interlocutory  proceeding. 

Frank  Bishop,  jr. 

The  Pension  Office  desired  farther  evidence  as  to  the  extent  of  the  pensioner's  dis- 
ability and  issued  an  order  for  a  medical  examination,  with  which  the  pensioner 
has  declined  to  comply.  The  case  is  in  effect  pending  before  the  Pension  Office  and 
the  appeal  is  therefore  dismissed  under  Rule  1,  of  the  Rules  of  Practice  in  Pension 
Cases,  which  provides  for  appeal  only  in  cases  in  Yj\i\e\i  ^tk«\  wi\XwiV'a&\««Ck\ai«v^\:w 
by  the  Comniisstioner  of  Pensions. 
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Assistant   Secretary  John   M.   Eeynolds   to   the    Cammtsgioner   of  Pensmt,    i 

February  20,  1897.  ' 

The  appellant,  Frank  Bishop,  jr.,  was  pensioned  under  the  act  of 
June  27,  1890,  from  December  29,  1890,  at  the  rate  of  $6  per  month  on 
account  of  disability  from  chronic  sciatica.  On  the  4th  of  August,  189i\ 
Mr.  Bishop  filed  an  application  in  which  he  claimed  increase  of  pen- 
sion under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890 — 

On  accoant  of  Dew  disabilities,  namely  chronic  nervouaneas  and  lambago,  from  irhicb 
he  does  now,  and  h;us  fur  years  past,  suffered,  and  by  which  he  is  rendered  wbollj 
unable  to  earn  a  support  by  manual  labor. 

It  appears  that  on  the  21st  of  May,  1896,  an  order  was  issued  for 
the  pensioner  to  report  for  medical  examination  to  the  board  of  surgeons 
in  Milwaukee,  and  that  he  failed  to  comply  with  this  order,  alleging 
that  this  board  is  prejudiced  against  him.  Of  the  existence  of  such 
prejudice  there  is  no  evidence.  The  Department  is  not  willing  to  assent, 
without  evidence,  to  the  view  that  any  person  on  the  board  referred  to 
would  be  so  influenced  by  prejudice  as  not  to  be  able  to  conscientiooslv 
perform  the  duties  of  his  office  as  examining  surgeon. 

The  time  said  order  for  examination  was  to  continue  in  force  lia^ 
expired  but  your  office  is  ready  to  issue  a  new  order  whenever  the  pen- 
sioner expresses  a  willingness  to  appear  for  examination.  Your  oflice 
di^sires  further  evidence  as  to  the  extent  of  the  pensioner's  disiibility, 
and  has  done  and  is  willing  to  do  again  what  is  necessary  to  obtain 
such  evidence.  The  case  is  in  efi'ect  pending  before  the  Pension  Office 
and  it  would  not  be  proper  under  the  rules  for  the  Department  to  con- 
sider the  case.  The  appeal  is,  therefore,  dismissed  under  Rule  1,  First 
Division  of  the  Rules  of  Practice  in  Pension  Cases,  which  provides  for 
appeal  only  in  ca^es  upon  which  final  action  has  been  taken  by  the 
Commissioner  of  Pensions. 


i'ractice-appeal. 
Marian  Brock  (widow). 

When,  on  appeal  in  a  pension  claim,  the  action  of  the  Pension  Bureau  is  reTereed  and 
the  claim  remanded  for  special  examination  the  mission  of  the  appeal  is  falfilTed, 
and  the  Department  will  not  again  consider  the  case  until  it  has  been  again  adjndi- 
cated  by  the  Bureau  and  an  appeal  from  such  adjudication  is  filed. 

Assistant   Secretary   John   M,  Reynolds   to    the    Commissioner    of  PensioMy 

February  20,  1897. 

The  within  claim  under  the  act  of  June  21,  1890,  declaration  having 
been  filed  on  February  10,  1892,  was  reopened  by  you,  and  was  rejected 
on  July  30, 1 896,  on  the  ground  \.\\a\)  \io\^^'a\  ^T^^xwK^VKwa.  ^^  ^^^Alk  has 
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been  established.  On  November  7,  1896,  on  appeal,  I  reversed  your 
action,  holding  in  substance  that  it  was  not  proper  practice  to  decide  a 
case  upon  presumption  while  avenues  were  still  open  which  might  dis- 
close facts  which  would  have  an  important  bearing  on  the  case.  In 
pursuance  of  such  holding,  I  requested  you  to  order  a  further  special 
examination,  to  determine  certain  facts.  Such  examination  has  been 
liad,  and  the  report  thereof  is  now  with  the  files  in  the  case.  The 
papers  are  now  returned  to  me  under  the  following  communication: 

Chief  Law  Divisiox:  luasmach  as  the  last  special  examination  yvas  made  by 
direction  of  the  Assistant  Secretary,  and  no  evidence  of  soldier's  death  was  adduced  by 
ir,  yoa  may  return  the  papers  to  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  further  consideration  of 
c^aestion  at  issue. 

D.  I.  MUEPHY, 

Commisaioner. 

Such  a  procedure  is  clearly  error,  and  is  an  improper  departure  from 
the  universal  practice  which  has  heretofore  obtained  in  like  cases. 

The  claimant  appealed,  claiming  that  upon  the  evidence  your  rejec- 
tion of  the  claim  was  contrary  to  the  law.  I  reversed  your  action,  not 
upon  the  ground  that  the  claim  should  be  admitted,  but  upon  the  sound 
principle  of  law  that  a  claim  should  not  be  adjudicated  upon  presump- 
tions, so  long  as  it  is  apparent  that  material  facts  have  not  yet  been 
brought  out;  for  facts,  are  the  basis  of  presumptions  of  law,  and  an 
important  fact  in  the  case  at  bar  was  wanting. 

The  mission  of  the  appeal  was  fulfilled  when  the  claim  was  reopened 
for  special  examination,  and  the  claimant  under  the  appeal  has  nothing 
before  the  Secretary.  The  case,  with  the  new  evidence  adduced  by  the 
special  examination,  is,  and  should  stand  in  your  Bureau  as  an  unad- 
judicated  claim. 

The  Department  carefully  (and  properly  so)  avoids  passing  upon 
evidence  in  a  claim  until  you  have  rendered  a  decision  thereon.  You 
have  not  taken  final  action  in  this  claim  under  Rule  1,  and  there  has 
been  new  and  material  evidence  relative  to  the  grounds  of  rejection, 
filed  subsequent  to  your  action  from  which  the  appeal  was  taken,  and 
under  Rule  3,  will  not  be  considered  by  the  Secretary  until  the  same 
has  been  passed  upon  by  your  Bureau.  What  effect  the  new  evidence 
may  xiave  upon  the  disposition  of  the  case,  is  not  now  a  matter  of  con- 
sideration by  the  Secretary;  whether  or  not  it  will  ever  be,  is  optional 
with  the  claimant.  I  can  not,  in  the  present  case,  undertake  to  advise 
you  as  to  the  merits  either  pro  or  con  of  that  evidence;  that  is  a  ques- 
tion of  judgment  for  yourself.  If  your  conclusion,  whatever  it  may  be, 
is  conceived  by  the  claimant  to  be  contrary  to  the  law,  he  has  his  right 
of  appeal. 

The  original  passing  upon  evidence  in  a  pension  claim  is  one  of  the 
chief  functions  and  duties  devolved  upon  the  Pension  Bureau,  and  the 
onus  of  rendering  an  original  judgment  upon  «v*\A^:tiefc  «axi  \\SiV\^ 
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shifted  upon  the  Secretary.  The  duty  of  that  official,  as  regards 
appeiils  in  pension  claims,  is  clearly  defined  by  the  practice,  and  is  suc- 
cinctly stated,  in  a  general  manner,  by  Rule  1  in  the  First  Division  of 
Rules  of  Practice  in  Pension  Cases,  viz: 

An  appeal  will  lie  t<>  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  from  the  final  action  or  order  of 
the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  in  all  cases  relating  to  pensions. 

A  claimant  can  not  appeal  until  you  have  rendered  final  action,  and 
the  Secretary  can  not,  as  a  matter  of  course,  consider  an  appeal  uotil 
the  same  has  been  taken.  In  the  case  at  bar,  the  appeal  was  considered 
and  finally  disposed  of,  and  there  is  nothing  now  for  the  Secretary  to 
consider.  And  further.  Commissioner's  Order  No.  118  would  appear  to 
apply  to  the  case  under  discussion,  said  order  providing  for  the  mode 
of  procedure  in  cases  involving  the  weight  of  evidence  and  setting 
forth  how  such  matters  shall  be  finally  disposed  of.  The  case  now 
stauds  as  an  unadjudicated  claim  and  should  be  disposed  of  as  such. 

The  files  are  herewith  returned  to  you  for  action  thereon. 


I 
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missouri  mil.itia-.jornt  resolution  of  february  15,  1806. 

Katherine  Schuler  (widow). 

The  provisions  of  the  ^' joint  resolation  to  restore  the  status  of  the  Missouri  militia  who 
served  during  the  late  war  "  do  not  extend  to  the  enrolled  Miaaonri  militia  nor  to 
the  provisional  companies  of  Missouri  militia. 

Assistant   Secretary    John    M,    Reynolds    to    the  Commissioner    of  Penmm, 

February  20,  1897. 

On  the  16th  of  August,  1895,  Mrs.  Katherine  Schuler  filed  an  appli- 
cation for  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  as  widow  of  John  H. 
Schuler,  in  which  she  alleged  that  her  said  husband  enlisttnl  on  the  10th 
of  September,  1862,  in  Capt.  Andrew  Fink's  company  (C)  of  the  Fifty- 
fifth  Regiment  of  Enrolled  Missouri  Militia,  and  was  honorably  dis- 
charged on  the  19th  of  Januar}',  1865,  and  died  on  the  8th  of  Dec^ml)er, 
1889.  Her  claim  was  rejected  on  the  23d  of  November,  1896,  on  the 
ground  that — 

the  Fifty -fifth  Regiment  of  Enrolled  Missouri  Militia  was  a  State  organization,  and  claims 
on  account  of  service  therein  are  not  jiensionable  under  existing  laws. 

The  provisions  of  the  general  pension  law  extend  to  certain  organi- 
zations of  the  Missouri  militia,  although  they  were  not  mustered  or 
accepted  into  the  service  of  the  United  States.  Section  4722  of  the 
Revised  Statutes  directs  that  the  provisions  of  said  title  shall  be 
extended  to  the  officers  and  privates  of  the  Missouri  State  militia  and 
the  pro\'i^iovLd\  Missouri  militia  di^aXAvi^  \)>j  t^^^^yl  q1  vs^^t'^  T^cftlved 
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>r  disease  contracted  in  the  line  of  duty  while  such  militia  was  cooper- 
ating with  United  States  forces  and  to  the  widow  or  children  of  any 
mch  person  dying  of  injury  received  or  disease  contracted  under  like 
nrcumstances. 

The  provisions  of  said  section  do  not  extend  to  the  enrolled  Missouri 
nilitia. 

By  a  joint  resolution  of  Congress,  approved  February  15,  1895,  the 
provisions  of  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  were  extended  to  include  the  offi- 
:jers  and  privates  of  the  Missouri  State  militia  and  the  provisional  Mis- 
souri militia  who  served  ninety  days  during  the  war  of  the  rebellion, 
gind  who  were  honorably  discharged,  and  to  the  widows  and  minor 
children  of  such  persons. 

The  provisions  of  this  joint  resolution  extend  only  to  those  organiza- 
tiops  of  the  Missouri  militia  to  which  section  4722  of  the  Revised  Stat- 
utes applies.  It  does  not  extend  the  benefits  of  the  act  of  June  27, 1 890, 
to  the  enrolled  Missouri  militia,  in  which  organization,  it  is  alleged,  the 
husband  of  applicant  served. 

The  applicant  also  alleges  that  her  said  husband  served  in  the  pro- 
visional company  of  enrolled  Missouri  militia,  commanded  by  Capt. 
Andrew  Fink.  The  provisional  companies  of  the  enrolled  Missouri 
militia  were  organized  for  temporary  service  in  their  own  section  of  the 
State,  and  their  relation  to  the  Government  of  the  United  States  was 
the  same  as  the  other  organizations  of  the  enrolled  militia  of  the  State. 
It  has  uniformly  been  held  that  the  provisions  of  section  4722  of  the 
Revised  Statutes  do  not  extend  to  such  provisional  companies.  It  is 
believed  that  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  was  not  intended  to  extend  to 
the  provisional  companies  of  the  enrolled  Missouri  militia,  but  only 
to  the  provisional  regiments  of  the  Missouri  militia  which  were  organ- 
ized for  general  service.  The  action  rejecting  the  claim  of  Mrs.  Schuler 
is,  therefore,  affirmed. 


MARRIAGE  OF  COLORED  PERSONS  IN  KENTUCKY— LEGITIM AC Y. 

Gus  Johnson  (father). 

The  issue  of  customary  negro  marriages  are  deemed  legitimate  under  the  laws  of  Ken- 
tucky, and  as  the  alleged  marriage  of  claimant  was  not  such  as  is  mentioned  in 
section  4705,  Kevised  Statutes,  it  is  governe<l  by  the  laws  of  Kentucky,  inasmuch  as 
he  was  residing  in  that  State  at  the  date  his  right  to  pension  accrued.  (See  sec.  2 
of  the  act  of  August  7,  1882.) 

Assistant   Secretary   John    M,  Reynolds    to    the    Commusioner    of  Pensions, 

February  20,  1897, 

Claimant  on  January  11,  1897,  appealed   from  the  action  of  your 
Bureau  of  February  14,  1896,  rejecting  Ms  dep^w^ieviX)  ^^xJs^sst*^  ^'^wa. 
(No.  617,719),  GledJuly  15,  1895,  ''on  the  ground  Wi^Jt \>cv^ ^^\^'v^^ ^^ 
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not  the  legitimate  child  of  the  claimant.  He  was  born  of  a  sLave  mar- 
riage, and  section  4705  does  not  apply  to  claims  of  dependent  parente/' 

It  is  contended  by  claimant  that  the  question  of  Intimacy  must  be 
determined  by  the  laws  of  Kentucky  and  he  cites  the  case  of  Harris  t. 
Harris  (85  Ky.  Rep.,  49)  wherein  the  court  held  that  the  issue  of  every 
void  marriage  is  legitimate  (except  between  a  negro  and  a  white  person 
and  the  issue  of  an  incestuous  marriage). 

It  is  contended  by  your  Bureau  that — 

The  claimant  and  the  mother  of  the  soldier  were  married  in  Lonisiana  about  1h50, 
during  slavery,  and  lived  together  until  the  mother  of  the  soldier  died,  June  5,  1857. 

In  order  to  establish  claims  of  dependent  fathers  it  is  necessary  to  show  legitimacj  (A 
offspring,  which  is  governed  by  section  4704,  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States. 

Tin's  section  requires  a  marriage  either  before  or  after  the  birth  of  issue.  Section  4705 
is  by  its  terms  not  applicable  to  show  marriage  of  dependent  parents.  Inasmuch  as 
slaves  could  not  contract  a  valid  marriage  and  as  the  claimant  and  the  mother  of  the 
soldier  never  lived  together  after  emancipation,  no  marriage  could  have  arisen  between 
them. 

The  dependent  father  in  this  case,  not  having  shown  legitimacy  in  compliance  with     \ 
section  4704,  has  no  title  to  pension. 


! 


It  appears  from  the  evidence  that  the  claimant,  the  soldier,  and  his 
mother  were  all  slaves,  living  with  their  master  in  Kentucky  at  the  | 
date  of  the  mother's  death  in  1857,  that  soldier  enlisted  August  1'),  j 
1864,  and  died  in  service  November  16,  1864,  from  exhaustion,  result- 
ing from  the  amputation  of  the  right  leg  on  account  of  a  gunshot 
wound  received  in  service  at  the  battle  of  Dutch  Gap,  October  27, 
1864,  as  shown  by  the  records  of  the  War  Department. 

Claimant  contracted  a  slave  marriage  with  Maria  Johnson,  the  mother 
of  soldier  at  West  Feliciana  Parish,  La.,  and  they  were  brought  with 
soldier  and  two  other  of  their  children  to  Kentucky  in  1851,  after 
which  they  continued  to  live  and  cohabit  together  as  man  and  wife,  and 
were  so  regarded  by  their  master  and  neighbors  prior  to  1851,  to  the 
date  of  the  mother's  death,  which  occurred  about  June  5, 1857.  Soldier 
left  no  widow  or  minor  children. 

Claimant,  the  father  of  soldier,  on  July  5, 1895,  applied  for  a  depend- 
ent father's  pension  under  the  provisions  of  section  1,  of  the  act  of 
June  27,  1890,  which  provides — 

'lliat  in  considering  the  pension  claims  of  dependent  parents,  the  fact  of  the  soldiers 
death  by  reason  of  any  wound,  injnry,  casualty,  or  disease  which,  under  the  oonditioiu 
and  limitatioDS  of  existing  laws,  would  have  entitled  him  to  an.  invalid  penaion,  and 
the  fact  that  the  soldier  left  no  widow  or  minor  children  having  been  shown  as  required 
by  law,  it  shall  be  necessary  only  to  show  by  competent  and  sufficient  evidence  that 
such  parent  or  parents  are  without  other  present  means  of  support  than  their  own 
manual  labor  or  the  contributions  of  others  not  legally  bound  for  their  support:  Pr^ 
vided,  That  all  pensions  allowed  to  dependent  parents  under  this  act  shall  commenoe 
from  date  of  the  tiling  of  the  application  hereunder  and  shall  continue  no  longer  tiian 
the  existeiu  e  of  dependence. 
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Claimant's  right  to  pension,  if  any,  accrued  at  the  date  of  filing  his 
iaiil  application,  and  his  pensionable  status  is  to  be  tested  by  the  hwvs 
>f  Kentucky  under  the  provisions  of  section  2,  of  the  act  of  August  7, 
1882. 

On  February  14,  1866,  the  legislature  of  Kentucky  enacted  tliat 
'the  issue  of  customary  marriages  of  negroes  shall  be  held  to  be  legiti- 
nate." 

Stewart  on  Husband  and  Wife,  paragraph  28,  very  concisely  states 
;he  law  applicable  to  legislation  of  this  character — 

The  l^iiiilature  luay,  it  seems,  without  iDfringing  the  various  constitntional  prohihi- 
;ious,  pass  acts  covering  defects  in  the  forniation  of  marriage  and  thus  legitimize  chil- 
Iren,  and  give  marriage  proi^erty  rights  from  the  beginning. 

Tlie  courts  of  Kentucky  in  construing  the  statute  of  February  14, 
18G0,  held,  in  1875,  in  the  case  of  Whitesides  v.  Allen  (11  Bush,  23), 
that— 

The  children  of  customary  marriages  of  negroes  born  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  tict  of 
February  14,  l^<i(»,  are  legitimate,  even  though  their  parents  have  not  since  made  the 
leclaration  of  their  intention  to  continue  the  relations  as  provided  in  the  act. 

And  in  a  later  case,  decided  December  2,  1877  (Brown  v,  McGee), 
the  court  held: — 

The  issue  of  customary  marriage  between  negroes  shall  be  held  legitimate,  althougli 
the  parents  were  not  lK)th  living  or  not  living  together  as  man  and  wife  at  the  time  of 
Che  passage  of  this  act  of  February  14,  lH()(i;  or  if  then  living  together,  although  they 
failed  to  legalize  their  marriage  in  the  mode  prescribed  by  said  act.     (12  Bush,  4'iH. ) 

Where  one  of  the  parties  to  such  customary  mariiagcs  died  before  the  passage  of  V.  c 
ict  of  February  14,  H(>(j,  the  is.sue  of  such  marriage  shall  be  held  legitimate.     (Id. ) 

The  legislature  seems  to  have  anticipated  the  fact  that  some  of  the  race  might  not  l»c 
In  a  condition  to  avail  themselves  of  the  provisions  of  the  act,  and  others  might  ne«:l.  ct 
[>r  refuse  to  do  so,  and  therefore  inserted  a  proviso  ])y  \\hich  the  i^.sue  of  customa'v 
marriages  of  negroe-s  were  made  legitimate  This  proviso  applies  to  all  childien,  tlic 
isrttie  of  customary  marriages  entered  into  l)etween  negroes  prior  to  its  jwssage. 

In  the  case  involving  the  right  of  the  father  of  a  colored  soldier  to 
bounty  under  the  act  of  July  11,  1802,  without  other  proof  of  heirship 
than  that  the  claimant  and  soldier's  mother  lived  together  as  man  and 
wife,  all  being  slaves  at  date  of  soldier's  enlistment,  a  broader  view- 
was  taken  of  this  question' by  Solicitor-General  Phillips  and  Attorney- 
General  Devens.     In  discussing  the  questions  presented  they  held — 

The  di>tinction  made  by  statutory  law  of  the  United  Stites  between  colored  nm] 
other  soldiers  in  reganl  to  proof  of  marriage  in  pension  cases,  etc.,  (Kev.  Stiit.,  s'(S. 
2(K{7,  4705),  extends  only  to  the  marriage  of  the  soldier,  and  does  not  eflect  that  of  liis 
parents  or  other  relatives. 

*  As  to  marriage  other  than  that  of  the  soldier,  the  law  of  evidence  (in  general)  is 
that  indicated  in  the  late  case  of  Meister  r.  Moore  (IMi  U.  S.,  7()  ,  and  previously,  :or 
pension  cases,  stated  in  like  terms  by  Attorney  (ieneral  Mnson,  in  4  Opin.,  VM.  The 
re»*nlt  seems  to  be  that  what  at  common  law  is  only  presumptive  evidence  of  marriage 
has  by  statute,  for  the  purpose  of  the  pension  laws,  with  aW^Vit  viVvwv^^,V\«^viW\\\5v»\jij  \xv.NVi\ 
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of  the  marriage  of  the  soldier  who  earned  tlie  ])en8ion.  Under  the  8>'stem  of  slArerr  it 
was  held  that  slaves  conld  not  be  parties  to  marriage.  There  was,  nevertbeleaSf  a  like 
institution  recognized  as  existing  among  them.  It  seems  that  after  the  pre»aTe  ol 
slavery  has  been  removed,  the  law  succeeded  it,  when  required  bj  the  presentatioDof 
competent  new  questions,  will  generally  consider  that  like  iostitation  aa  having  been 
married  under  whatever  circumstances  would  have  made  it  sach  amongst  free  persons. 

Section  4704,  Revised  Statutes,  provides  that — 

In  the  administration  of  pension  laws,  children  born  l)efore  the  marriage  of  their 
parents,  if  acknowledged  by  the  father  l)ef(>re  or  after  marriage,  shall  be  deemed  to  be 
legitimate. 

There  would  appear  to  be  no  question  in  this  case  but  that  the  soldier 
earned  a  pension,  and  that  the  soldier  is  the  son  of  tlie  claimant,  and 
as  the  issue  of  customary  negro  marriages  are  deemed  legitimate  under 
the  laws  of  Kentucky,  and  as  the  alleged  marriage  of  claimant  was 
not  such  as  is  mentioned  in  section  4705,  Revised  Statutes,  it  is  gov- 
erned by  the  laws  of  Kentucky,  as  he  was  residing  in  that  State  at  the 
date  his  right  to  pension  accrued.  (See  sec.  2  of  the  act  of  August  7. 
1882.) 

The  action  of  your  Bureau  is  ac(»ordingly  reversed  and  the  papers  in 
the  case  are  herewith  returned. 


insank  on  helpless  minor— act  juxe  «t,  18»u. 

Catharine  Dubois  (widow). 

1.  There  is  no  provision  of  law  by  which  a  helpless  or  idiotic  child  who  was  over  16 

years  of  age  at  the  death  of  the  soldier  father  can  be  pensioned. 

2.  The  'Mnsane,  idiotic,  or  otherwise  permanently  helpless  minor  child,-'  provided  fm 

under  the  first  proviso  to  section  3  of  the  act  of  Jane  27,  ISiK),  refers  to  a  iniD«f 
under  16  years  of  age  at  the  death  of  soldier  father,  nnder  the  provisions  of  the 
amended  section  4702,  Revised  Statutes,  or  who  is  nnder  16  years  of  age  at  date  of 
filing  apphcation  nnder  said  section  3  of  said  act  of  Jane  27,  1890. 

Assistant    Secretary    John    M.    Reynolds    to    the    Commissioner    of  Pensions, 

February  27,  1897, 

Claimant,  on  January  23,  1897,  appealed  from  the  action  of  your 
Bureau  of  December  12,  1896,  in  failing  to  pension  the  alleged  idiotic 
child  of  soldier,  under  the  provisions  of  section  3  of  the  act  of  June  27. 
1890,  and  include  said  pension  in  that  granted  to  the  widow. 

The  claimant  in  her  application  for  pension  gave  the  date  of  the 
birth  of  said  child  Hannah  Dubois,  as  February  26,  1854. 

The  soldier  father  died  August  4,  1896,  and  said  child  was  therefore 
over  42  years  of  age  at  the  date  of  the  death  of  her  said  father. 

It  is  contended  by  appellant  that  inasmuch  as  said  child  is  an  idiot 
sind  has  always  been  kept  at  \\oTcve  a\i^  ^vi^^tV^^  Vs  ^^"^  ^"sv.XK^t  xmtil 
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is  death  and  is  a  constant  care  to  her  mother,  and  can  not  do  anything 
►r  herself,  and  as  the  mother  is  poor  and  aged,  that  the  case  comes 
ithin  the  spirit  if  not  the  letter  of  the  law,  and  pension  should  have 
eeii  allowed  for  said  child. 
The  proviso  to  section  3  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890  is  as  follows: 

Provided^  That  in  case  a  minor  child  is  insane,  idiotic,  or  otherwise  permanently  help- 
«8,  the  pension  shall  continue  during  the  life  of  said  child,  or  during  the  period  of  such 
isability,  and  this  proviso  shall  apply  to  all  pensions  heretofore  granted  or  hereafter  to 
s  granted  under  this  or  any  former  statute,  and  such  pension  shall  commence  from  the 
%te  of  application  therefor  after  the  passage  of  this  act. 

The  ** pension^'  to  be  continued,  and  the  ^* pensions  heretofore  granted 
r  hereafter  to  be  granted,"  referred  to  in  said  proviso  to  said  section,  is 
le  pension  provided  for  minors  under  1 6  years  of  age  at  the  date  of 
le  death  of  the  soldier  father,  mentioned  in  section  4702,  Revised 
tatutes,  as  amended  by  the  act  of  August  7,  1882,  and  the  minors 
nder  1(5  years  of  age  at  the  date  of  filing  the  application  under  the 
revisions  of  said  section  3  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  and  there  is  no 
rovision  of  law  by  which  a  helpless  or  idiotic  child  who  was  over  10 
ears  of  age  at  the  death  of  the  soldier  father,  can  be  pensioned.  So 
Iso  the  ** insane  or  otherwise  permanently  helpless  minor  child,''  pro- 
ided  for  under  the  first  proviso  to  section  3  of  the  act  of  June  27, 
890,  is  limited  to  the  minor  under  16  years  of  age  at  the  death  of  the 
oldier  father,  under  the  provisions  of  the  amended  section  4702, 
Revised  Statutes,  or  who  is  under  16  years  of  age  at  date  of  filing 
pplication  under  said  section  3  of  said  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

See  cases  of  Sarah  A.  Morris  (7  P.  D.,  29),  minora  of  Jacob  Loeb  (7 
'.  D.,  163),  Instructions  to  Commissioner  (7  P.  D.  167  ).  John  Marshall 
I  P.  D.  213),  minors  of  Eli  Phipps  (8  P.  D.,  111). 

It  follows  therefore  that  your  Bureau  properly  refused  to  pension  the 
idow  on  account  of  said  child  as  she  was  over  16  years  of  age  at  the 
ate  of  the  death  of  her  father,  and  said  action  is  accordingly  affirmed. 

The  papers  in  the  case  are  herewith  returned. 


IIOXORABLK  l>ISCnARGE-DEATH  CAUSE. 

Elizabeth  J.  Halfhill  (widow). 

)ldier'8  death  in  the  service  from  delirium  tremens  is  not  regarded  as  equivalent  to  an 
honorable  discharge  therefrom  within  the  meaning  of  section  3  of  the  act  of  June  '27, 
1890. 

.sMtant    Secretary    John    M.    Reynolds   to    the   Commissioner    of  Pensions, 

February  27,  1897. 

Claimant,  on  July  16,  1890,  filed  her  wido^-^  d^e\^T^\:woL  \y\\^S.^^  S^sNfc 
ct  of  June  27,  1890,     Claim  was  rejected  on  OcU>\>eT  \^  A^"^^.  wv'Csx^ 
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ground  that  soldier  was  never  honorably  discharged  from  service,  and 
an  appeal  is  filed  December  3,  1896,  alleging  that  rejection  is  contrary 
to  the  law  and  fact. 

The  soldier  enlisted  October  18,  1861,  and  died  in  hospital  in  the 
service  July  16,  1862,  of  delirium  tremens,  and  the  appeal  is  h»m\ 
upon  the  contention  that  death  in  the  service,  without  a  formal  dis- 
charge, is  equivalent  to  an  honorable  discharge. 

The  issue  raised  by  the  appeal  is  not  new.  It  was  held  by  Assistant 
Secretary  Bussey,  as  long  ago  as  June  2,  1891,  that  the  death  of  a  sol- 
dier in  the  service  can  not  be  regarded  as  an  honorable  disciharge  from 
the  service  within  the  meaning  of  section  3  of  the  act  of  June  27, 1890. 
(See  case  of  Catharine  McCarty,  5  P.  D.,  28.)  The  same  view  wa." 
announced  by  him  in  the  case  of  Hester  J.  Tripner  (6  P.  D.,  27).  In 
the  case  of  Mary  E,  Walker  (7  P.  T).,  197)  I  held  that  when  a  soldier 
served  a  term  of  ninety  days  or  more  in  the  Army  or  Navy  during  the 
war  of  the  rebellion  and  was  honorably  discharged,  and  afterwardii 
reenlisted  and  died  during  his  subsequent  term  of  service,  hLs  death 
not  being  the  result  of  a  violation  of  any  law,  rule,  or  regulation  of  the 
military  or  naval  service,  the  requirements  of  the  act  of  June  27, 1890. 
as  to  length  of  service  and  honorable  discharge  are  fulfilled  and  hh 
widow  is  entitled  to  pension  on  compliance  with  the  other  condition? 
of  the  act.  In  that  case  the  requirements  of  the  law  were  literally  ful- 
filled, i.  e.,  the  soldier  had  served  ninety  da^'s,  had  been  honorably 
discharged,  and  had  died.  I  can  not  see  my  way  clear  to  any  further 
modification  of  former  decisions.  If  the  law  works  hardship,  as  it 
undoubtedly  does  in  some  instances,  its  correction  must  be  left  to  the 
law-making  power.  I  may  add  that  even  if  the  law  were  otherwise! 
should  be  disinclined  to  regard  death  from  delirium  tremens  as  equiv- 
alent to  an  honorable  discharge.  The  action  of  your  Bureau  from 
which  this  appeal  is  taken  is  affirmed. 


minors— dates  of  birtii-ev^idence. 

Minors  of  James  Height. 

When  it  is  apparent  that  the  children  of  a  soldier  are  entitled  to  pension  the  fact  tbat 
the  exact  dates  of  birth  can  not  be  proved  is  not  a  sufficient  ground  for  rej«ctii)£ 
their  claim.  If,  upon  tlie  evidence,  the  dates  of  birth  can  be  approximately  fixc<l 
with  a  reasonable  degree  of  certainty,  this  should  be  done  and  the  claim  allo^^etl 

Asiii^tant    Secretary   John    M.    Reynolds    to    the    Commissioner    of   Petiswiu*. 

February  27,  1897. 

James  Height,  Company  C,  Second  Regiment  Indian  Home  Guards, 
was  (enrolled  on  the  28th  of  August,  18G2,  aud  died  on  the  20th  of  July. 
ISG'h  Sit  Fort  Blunt,  Cberokee/^^aWoiv,  o^  s«i^}!\^<yjL. 
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On  the  5th  of  October,  1865,  an  application  for  pension  was  made  by 
^^ar-le-yroker,  in  which  she  alleged  that  she  was  the  widow  of  James 
TIeight,  who  served  in  Company  C,  Second  Indian  Home  Guards ;  that 
she  was  married  to  him  on  the  1st  of  July,  1855,  according  to  the  cus- 
loins  of  the  Cherokees.  The  marriage  was  proved  by  testimon^^  show- 
ing that  claimant  was  recognized  by  the  soldier  as  his  wife,  and  that 
they  were  recognized  as  husband  and  wife  by  the  community  in  which 
they  resided.  On  the  7th  of  May,  1868,  a  certificate  was  issued  to  allow 
pension  to  the  widow.  It  appears,  however,  that  no  payment  was  ever 
made  on  this  certificate.  The  widow  having  again  married,  the  right 
to  pension  from  the  date  of  their  father's  death,  under  the  law  as  it  then 
existed,  vested  in  the  children. 

On  the  9th  of  June,  1874,  an  application  for  pension  for  two  children 
of  the  soldier  was  made  by  a  guardian  who  alleged  that  the  widow  of 
the  soldier  died  on  the  11th  of  October,  1871.  The  guardian  died,  and 
the  children  having  attained  an  age  to  act  for  themselves,  made  an 
application  for  pension  in  their  own  names  on  the  12th  of  January? 
1892.  The  claim  was  rejected  on  the  7th  of  Ma^^  1896,  for  the  reason 
that  the  claimants  were  unable  to  prove  the  exact  dates  of  their  births. 
In  June,  1896,  the  attorney  filed  an  appeal  from  the  action  rejecting 
the  claim.  By.  a  decision  given  September  12,  1896,  the  action  reject- 
ing the  claim  was  affirmed.  On  the  29th  of  September,  1896,  amotion 
for  the  reconsideration  of  the  decision  of  the  Department  was  filed  and 
the  same  was  considered  on  tlie  24th  of  October,  1896,  when  it  was  held 
that  the  claim  should  be  reopened  for  a  further  special  examination 
Such  examination  has  been  had,  and  the  claim  is  again  before  the 
Department,  your  office  adhering  to  the  rejection  on  the  ground  origi- 
nally stated. 

In  considering  the  case  it  must  be  recollected  that  it  comes  firom  a 
people  but  a  few  years  removed  from  a  state  of  barbarism.  A  special 
examiner,  who  has  spent  some  time  among  them,  states  that — 

As  a  rule,  Indians  know  onl^"^  events,  not  dales.  They  know  of  the  beginning  of  the  war. 
and  I  believe  that  they  give  with  sufficient  definiteness  the  ages  of  these  children  at  that 
time. 

The  evidence  is  voluminous.  The  purport  of  the  more  important 
affidavits  is  as  follows : 

Johnson  Spade  testified,  March  28,  1895,  before  a  special  examiner, 
that  he  married  the  widow  of  James  Height  about  two  years  after  the 
war.  She  had  two  little  girls.  The  oldest  was  called  Peggy  Height 
and  the  other  Polly  Height.  When  affiant  married  their  mother  the 
girls  were  7  and  5  years  old,  respectively.  Affiant  lived  with  her  about 
three  years.     After  affiant  left  her  she  married  Charley  Tucker. 

Charley  Tucker  testified,  March  29,  1895,  before  a  special  examiner, 
that  he  and  the  widow  of  James  Height  vjetej  is\^tt\^v\.  ^q>\>J<l  ^^v<^^^x . 
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1871.     She  liad  two  girls,  Peggy  and  Polly.      The  girls  were  about 
9  and  10  years  old  when  they  came  to  live  with  affiant.     Affiant  knew  \ 
them  when  he  went  to  the  war.     They  were  then  very  young.    Polly   . 
was  a  baby.  | 

Peggy  Height  (now  Peggy  Shade)  testified  March  18,  1895,  that  she 
was  6  years  old  when  her  father  died ;  that  she  was  10  or  11  years  old 
when  her  mother  married  Johnson  Spade. 

Polly  Height  (now  Polly  Smith)  testified  March  18,  1896,  that  she   | 
was  about  8  years  old  when  her  mother  took  up  with  Johnson  Spade.    . 

Jennie  Swimmer  testified,  December  7,  1896,  before  a  special  exam-  | 
iner,  that  she  remembers  that  Peggy  Height  was  about  5  years  old  when 
the  war  began  and  Polly  about  3  years  younger.     Polly  was  a  little  girl 
just  able  to  walk  when  the  war  began. 

Sufcan  Pann  testified,  December  7,  1896,  that  Polly  Height  was  just 
able  to  walk  alone  when  the  war  began.     Peggy  is  the  older  of  the  two. 

In  letters  of  guardianship  issued  to  the  mother  of  the  children  by  the 
district  court  in  and  for  the  district  of  Talequah,  Cherokee  Nation,  ou 
the  15th  of  February,  1871,  the  age  of  the  older  child  is  given  as  U 
years  and  of  the  younger,  11  years. 

In  the  declaration  for  pension,  filed  on  the  12th  of  February,  189*2, 
the  claimants  state  that  Peggy  Height  was  born  August,  1857,  and  that 
Polly  Height  was  born  December,  1859.  They  state  that  they  were 
taught  that  they  were  born  at  the  dates  stated  by  their  mother  and 
others  who  well  knew  them. 

It  is  evident  that  applicants  are  entitled  to  pension  extending  over  a 
period  of  several  years.  That  their  ages  can  not  be  exactly  determined 
is  not  a  sufficient  reason  why  their  claim  should  be  rejected.  There  b 
evidence  in  the  case  upon  which  their  ages  may  be  approximately  ascer- 
tained and  a  date  fixed  by  which  an  overpayment  of  the  pension  may 
be  avoided.  It  appears  to  the  Department  that  the  year  given  by  eacL 
in  the  application  filed  on  the  12th  of  January,  1892,  is  sufficiently  su>- 
tained  by  the  evidence  to  be  taken  as  the  year  of  the  birth  of  each,  i 
respectively.  The  fir«t  of  January  in  each  year  may  be  taken  as  the 
date  of  birth.  If  the  claimants  should  hereafter  furnish  evidence  U» 
show  that  they  were  born  at  later  dates  the  matter  can  again  be  con- 
sidered. The  rejection  of  the  claim  is  set  aside,  and  you  will  pleai* 
adjudicate  the  same  on  the  view  herein  s(*t  forth. 

i 

FRAUD  AND  MISTAKE- REIMBURSEMENT.  | 

MosKs  Klein.  | 

The  allowance  of  pension  to  claimant  under  the  general  law  was  not  the  reault  of  txvd 
practiced  hy  such  claimant  upon  the  Government,  but  as  the  result  of  an  error  o' 
juil^nient  based  on  inaufftcVent  e\\Aewee^^  wcv^  1«a\wx^  v^  '&^^v^'Ky(s^^^xS^tfes«iul<K 


I 


I 


DECISIONS    RELATING    TO    PENSIONS.  471 

which  the  peusioner  w&s  uot  respousible,  and  the  withholdiug  of  his  peusion  granted 
under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  to  reimburse  the  Government  for  the  pension  paid 
under  the  general  law  was,  under  the  decision  in  the  case  of  Mary  Chryst  (8  P.  D., 
242),  error. 

Assistant    Secretary    John    M.  Reynolds    to    the    Commissioner    of  Pensions, 

March  i,  1897. 

Under  date  of  January  29,  1897,  the  above  cited  claim  (Certificate 
Xo.  95, 178)  was  submitted  by  you  for  my  consideration  of  a  question  of 
reimbursement  involved  therein.  This  question  appears  in  the  follow- 
ing statement  addressed  by  you  to  the  Chief  of  the  Law  Division  : 

When  this  case  was  before  the  Assistant  Secretary  on  appeal  in  1891,  he  affirmed  the 
action  of  dropping  name  from  the  rolls  under  the  general  law,  on  account  of  ^'  the  many 
contradictory  statements  of  the  claimant  and  the  absolute  falseness  of  the  testimony, 
which  had  heretofore  governed  the  action  of  admission,  being  clearly  shown." 

While  he  overruled  the  action  of  the  Bureau  in  recovering  the  amount  paid  under 
the  general  law,  the  subsequent  action  of  the  Bureau  again  ordering  recovery  was 
largely  based  upon  the  language  of  General  Bassey,  designating  the  original  testimony 
as  absolutely  false.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  testimony  of  Schneider,  one  of  the  two 
original  witnesses,  has  not  been  impeached,  while  in  his  last  affidavit  comrade  Kraus, 
the  other  witness,  swears  that  his  original  testimony  is  correct  and  that  he  must  have 
been  drunk  when  he  testified  otherwise  (see  Special  Examiner  Erdman's  report). 

Please  prepare  this  case  for  submission  to  Assistant  Secretary  John  M.  Reynolds  for 
reconsideration  as  to  the  propriety  of  directing  a  reissue  of  certificate  under  the  act  of 
June  27,  1890,  without  recovering  amount  paid  under  the  general  law,  under  his  decision 
in  the  case  of  Mary  Chryst,  August  10,  1896,  on  the  grounds  that  said  person  was  paid 
upon  an  erroneous  judgment  and  not  through  fraud  or  mistake  of  fact. 

Following  is  a  statement  of  the  facts  in  connection  with  the  previous 
action  in  this  case.  The  pensioner  filed  his  original  application  in 
1868,  alleging  the  incurrence  of  a  hernia  in  the  service  in  1864.  There 
was  no  record  of  the  disability,  and  the  only  testimony  filed  to  estab- 
lish origin  in  line  of  duty  was  that  of  two  comrades,  sergeants  of  the 
company.  The  pension  was  allowed  in  1869,  at  $10  per  month  from 
date  of  discharge.  Information  having  been  received  in  the  Bureau,  in 
1875,  affecting  the  merits  of  the  case,  an  investigation  was  held  that 
year,  followed  by  another  in  1876.  As  a  result  of  these  investigations 
pensioner's  name  was  dropped  from  the  rolls  from  June  4,  1874,  the 
date  to  which  he  had  been  last  paid. 

Upon  the  insistence  of  the  pensioner  another  special  exiimination  was 
lield  in  1887-88,  but  the  evidence  thus  obtained  was  not  considered 
satisfactory  to  change  the  status  of  the  case,  and  the  former  action  was 
adhered  to.  An  appeal  was  filed,  which  was  decided  by  Assistant 
Secretary  Bussey,  August  26,  1891,  and  the  action  of  the  Bureau  was 
sustained,  as  regarded  the  dropping  of  pensioner's  name  from  the  rolls. 
The  basis  of  that  decision  was,  as  stated  in  your  communication — 

The  many  contradictory  statements  of  the  claimant  and  the  absolute  falseness  of  the  tea- 
tiwony,  which  had  heretolore  governed  the  act\ov\  ol  a<\\\\\^\OTi,\i^wv^^«»^^M  ^^^"^^ 
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In  the  meantime  a  grant  of  pension  under  tlie  act  of  June  27, 1S90. 
had  been  made,  and  same  was  being  withheld  to  reimburse  the  Gov- 
ernment for  the  amount  paid  under  the  former  allowance.  This  action 
was  overruled  in  the  decision  above  referred  to,  it  being  held  that  the 
pension  granted  under  the  later  law  could  not  l)e  made  subject  to  recover)' 
by  the  Government  of  money  wrongfully  paid  under  the  old  or  general 
law.  Subsequently  this  ruling  on  the  subject  of  reimbursement  was 
changed  in  another  decision,  May  8, 1892,  in  pursuance  of  which  Bureau 
Ruling  No.  246,  of  May  14,  1892,  was  issued  as  follows: 

The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  has,  under  the  date  of  May  3,  18J)*i,  dec-ided  that  when- 
ever any  overpayment  of  pension  has  been  made  as  a  result  of  fraud  on  the  part  of  tin- 
pensioner,  or  of  a  mistake  of  fact,  whatever  pension  is  due  to  such  pensioner  shall  W 
withheld  until  the  said  improper  i>ayment  shall  have  been  recovered. 

When  such  a  pensioner's  name  is  to  remain  on  the  pension  rolls  under  any  act  his 
pension  certificate,  issued  pursuant  to  said  act,  shall  be  reissued  to  provide  for  the 
recovery  Irom  the  accruing  pension  of  such  improper  payment  or  paymentvs.     *    *    ♦ 

Under  this  ruling  the  order  was  renewed  relative  to  the  withholding 
of  payments  to  this  pensioner  of  the  pension  accruing  under  the  act  of 
June  27,  1890,  until  the  amount  paid  under  the  general  law  should  be 
recovered.  This  order  is  still  in  force  and  the  payments  are  being 
withheld  in  accordance  therewith.  Under  the  terms  of  3'our  commu- 
nication the  propriety  of  this  order  is  brought  into  question,  and  I  am 
called  upon  to  decide  whether  this  case  is  controlled  by  the  ruling.  No. 
24G,  above  (quoted,  or  is  rather  within  the  scope  of  my  decision  of  August 
10,  1896,  upon  the  appeal  of  Mary  Chryst  (8  P.  D.,  242)  wherein  it  was 
held  that  the  mere  failure  to  ascertain  a  fact,  and  tlie  error  of  judg- 
ment resulting  therefrom,  did  not  warrant  reimbursement  of  the  |>en- 
sion  found  to  have  been  illegally  paid,  or  paid  on  insufficient  evidence. 

The  effect  of  your  reference  is  to  make  necessary  the  reconsideration 
of  the  whole  case  in  order  to  determine  whether  the  statement  in  the 
former  decision  relative  to  the  '^  absolute  falseness''  of  the  original  tes- 
timony was  justified.  It  will  be  readily  under.^tood  that  so  long  ae^ 
that  statement  remains  as  the  dictum  of  the  Department  the  status  of 
the  case,  as  regards  reimbursement,  is  fixed  by  Order  No.  24(>,  and  the 
decision  in  the  C'iiryst  case  can  have  no  application.  So  it  iH^comeji 
essential  to  inquire  upou  what  authority  that  statement  rests.  And 
in  pursuing  this  inquiry  it  is  important  to  differentiate  between  the 
basis  of  the  dictum  above  mentioned  and  the  general  finding  of  the 
decision,  because*  the  approval  of  the  action  of  dropping  pensioner's 
name  from  the  rolls  maj'  have  been  correct,  by  reason  of  his  claim  hav- 
ing been  allowed  on  insuflicient  evidence,  while  the  declaration  tliat 
such  evidence  was  ** absolutely  false"  can  not  be  sustained. 

Referring  then  to  the  former  decision  it  will  be  fcmnd  that  after  set- 
ing  forth  the  history  of  the  case,  as  has  been  done  herein,  the  decision 
dwclJfi  at   length  upou  tA\e  eoi\lY?v\\\cVoY\  \4\5v\^\\\^w\^  <bK  W\^  ij\'?j:\\aax*. 
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and  on  the  repudiation  by  one  witness  of  his  original  evidence.  Each 
of  the  claimant's  statements  is  quoted  and  commented  upon.  It  is  not 
necessary  to  rehearse  those  comments  here.  It  seems  to  me,  after  a 
close  examination  of  the  statements,  that  the  discrepancies  therein, 
while  very  marked,  are  by  no  means  fatal  to  claimant's  honest  inten- 
tions in  presenting  his  claim  and  do  not  indicate  a  purpose  to  perpetrate 
a  fraud.  These  discrepancies  go  to  the  details  of  the  circumstances 
under  which  the  alleged  disability  was  incurred  and  are  calculated  to 
throw  discredit  on  claimant's  memory,  thus  aifecting  the  proof  of  incur- 
rence in  line  of  duty,  but,  in  my  opinion,  they  do  not  show  that  the 
disability  was  incurred  outside  the  line  of  dut3\  The  time  of  incur- 
rence, as  alleged,  is  substantially  the  same  in  all  the  statements,  and 
the  place,  while  differently  named,  appears  to  have  been  in  the  same 
vicinity. 

Furthermore,  I  do  not  think  that  the  evidence  filed  in  support  of  the 
claim,  and  on  which  the  allowance  was  made,  strengthens  the  presump- 
tion of  fraud,  or  is  shown  to  have  been  "  absolutely  false."  It  is  true 
that  one  witness,  Kraus,  did  state  to  a  special  examiner  that  he  was 
mistaken  in  his  original  testimony  and  that  he  did  not  have  the  per- 
sonal knowledge  of  the  facts,  as  alleged  by  claimant,  but  he,  afterwards 
before  another  special  examiner,  disclaimed  his  repudiation  of  his  orig- 
inal testimony  and  insisted  that  it  was  true,  corroborating  it  by  addi- 
tional statements  of  his  means  of  knowledge,  and  urged  that  his  denial 
before  the  first  •special  examiner  must  have  been  made  while  he  was 
drinking.  More  than  this,  the  fact  of  incurrence  in  service  and  exist- 
ence at  discharge  of  the  disability  was  further  shown  by  the  testimony 
of  other  witnesses,  including  claimant's  brother-in-law,  Alexander  Miller, 
Adam  Wagner.  John  P.  Bruck,  Jacob  Hage,  and  Peter  Humback.  It 
is  true  this  latter  evidence  was  given  in  1887,  after  claimant's  pension 
was  stopped,  and  does  not  go  to  the  extent  of  positively  showing  incur- 
rence in  line  of  duty,  in  view  of  the  previous  doubts  which  had  been 
created,  but  it  serves  at  least  the  purpose  of  showing  that  the  claim  was 
not  fraudulent  and  the  original  evidence  was  not  *'  absolutely  false." 

The  former  decision  lays  much  stress  on  Kraus'  repudiation  of  his 
first  testimony,  but  does  not  refer  to  his  later  disclaimer  of  that  repu- 
diation, and  in  commenting  on  the  additional  evidence  above  referred 
to  it  only  holds  that  it  is  not  sufficient  to  admit  the  claim.  Besides, 
as  you  state  in  your  reference  of  this  case,  "  the  testimony  of  Schneider, 
one  of  the  original  witnesses,  has  not  been  impeached,"  and  while  it  is 
true  he  is  dead  and  was  not  seen  by  the  special  examiner,  and  while  it 
may  have  been  also  true  that  he  was  a  bar-keeper  for  claimant  and 
died  at  the  latter's  house,  yet  his  testimony  can  not  be  wholly  discred- 
ited, in  view  of  all  the  other  evidence  of  a  similar  nature  on  file  in  the 
case.     I  think  it  safe,  therefore,  to  "^^eclaTe  l\\8Lt\\v^  ^\^V\vxs^.^^V^^\vs5 
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in  the  former  decision  to  the  effect  that  the  absolute  falfieuees  of  the 
evidence  on  which  the  claim  was  allowed  has  been  shown  is  not  well 
founded  and  should  be  overruled. 

As  already  indicated ,  it  is  not  my  purpose,  nor  is  it  necessary,  to  inter- 
fere with  the  finding  of  the  former  decision  in  affirming  the  action  of 
dropping  claimant's  name  from  the  rolls  and  refusing  to  restore  it  It 
is  conceded  that  that  action  was  proper,  in  view  of  the  status  of  the 
case  at  the  time  it  was  taken,  and  that  the  evidence  now  on  file  would 
hardly  justify  the  resumption  of  payment  under  the  general  law,  but  it 
is  quite  as  clear  that  the  first  allowance  was  an  error  of  judgment  based 
on  insufficient  evidence  and  failure  to  require  more  evidence,  for  which 
the  pensioner  should  not  be  held  responsible,  and  for  the  amount  paid 
reimbursement  can  not  be  properly  made. 

I  am  of  the  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  ruling  No.  246  does  not  apply 
to  this  case  and  the  action  taken  thereunder  should  be  overruled.  It  is 
accordingly  directed  that  a  reissue  be  made  of  the  certificate  under  act 
of  June  27,  1890,  for  the  purpose  of  rescinding  the  action  referred  to 
and  for  resuming  payment  under  said  act  from  the  date  it  was  first 
withheld. 


death  cause-pathological  sequence. 

Catharine  G.  Smith  (widow). 

The  evidence  shows  that  the  disease  of  iQiigs  which  caused  soldier's  death,  was  connected 
as  a  result  with  his  military  service,  entitling  the  widow  to  pension  under  tbe 
general  law,  notwithstanding  he  had  a  severe  attack  of  pleuro-pnenmonia  when  t 
hoy  from  which  he  had  apparently  fully  recovered  prior  to  his  enlistment. 

Assistant   Secretary   John    M.    Reynolds   to    the    Commissioner    of   Pensions, 

March  9,  1897. 

The  appellaut,  who  is  pensioned  under  certificate  (No.  313,615)  at  $8 
per  month,  act  of  June  27,  1890,  as  the  widow  of  Henry  C.  Smith,  late 
private  Company  I,  First  New  York  Mounted  Rifles,  filed  declaration 
for  pension  under  the  general  law  May  28,  1889,  claiming  for  herself 
and  two  minors,  Ernest  C.  and  Louis  W.,  which  claim  was  rejected 
September  12,  1895,  on  the  ground  that  the  best  evidence  obtainable  is 
insufficient  to  show  that  the  soldier's  death  was  due  to  his  service. 

Appeal  from  this  action  was  filed  August  5,  1896,  and  the  same  was 
duly  considered  by  the  Department.  On  November  19,  1896,  the  case 
was  returned  for  the  personal  opinion  of  the  medical  referee  as  to 
whether  the  disabilities  contracted  by  the  soldier  in  the  service  and 
tlieir  continuance,  as  shown  by  the  evidence,  had  such  connection  with 
the  soldier's  later  physical  condition  as  to  occasion  or  precipitate  the 
fatal  disease  of  which  he  died. 
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Replying  to  this  request  for  opinion,  the  Medical  Referee,  by  communi- 
cation dated  December  7,  1896,  reports  as  follows: 

The  Board  of  Review  has  not  stated  whether  it  has  beeu  established  that  the  soldier 
oontiacted^any  disease, in  the  service,  or  that  the  evidence  showed  oontinnance  of  disease 
after  his  discharge,  and  the  Honorable  Assistant  Secretary  has  failed  in  his  letter  of 
reference,  to  state  definitely  the  nature  of  the  disease  for  which  a  legal  approval  should 
be  made,  and  as  it  is  not  the  province  of  the  Medical  Division  of  the  Bureau  to  deter- 
mine the  origin  and  continuance  of  any  disease  which  has  been  alleged  as  due  to  the 
serTice,  a  definite  answer  to  the  inquiry  of  the  Honorable  Assistant  Secretary  can  not 
Ije  made. 

It  may  be  stated,  however,  that  if  a  I^gal  approval  can  be  made  for  origin  and  con- 
tinuance of  disease  of  the  lungs,  the  widow's  claim  could  be  medically  admitted  under 
the  decision  of  the  Honorable  Secretaiy  of  the  Interior,  under  date  of  April  26,  1878,  in 
the  case  of  Elizabeth  W.  Cloud  man,  No.  230,994.  No  other  disease  mentioned  in  the 
evidence  in  the  claim  can  be  admitted  as  having  any  casual  or  predisposing  relation  to 
the  fatal  disease. 

In  the  departmental  communication  of  November  19,  1896,  request- 
ing the  opinion  of  the  Medical  Referee  upon  the  point  therein  specified, 
and  in  which  communication  the  evidence  in  the  claim  is  set  out  with 
particularity  and  at  considerable  length,  it  was  distinctly  stated  as  my 
opinion  that  the  testimony  established  the  fact  that  the  soldier  did  con- 
tract disease  and  disability  while  in  the  service  and  that  his  condition 
was  bad  through  emaciation  and  cough ;  also  that,  although  the  soldier 
sufiered  a  severe  attack  of  pleuro-pneumonia  when  a  boy,  he  was  appar- 
ently robust  and  hearty  at  date  of  enlistment. 

The  opinion  was  likewise  expressed  that  it  was  reasonably  well  estab 
lih^lied  that,  although  the  soldier  may  have  been  better  at  times,  he 
still  suffered  from  the  disabilities  of  service  origin  to  a  greater  or  less 
extent  to  date  of  death,  the  only  doubt  being  whether  the  evidence 
established  that  the  fatal  disetise,  pneumonia,  of  which  the  soldier  diinl, 
was  the  result  of  disabilities  contracted  in  the  service,  although  the 
effects  of  such  disabilities  may  have  contributed  in  a  large  measure  to 
the  fatality  of  such  disease. 

Among  the  papers  in  the  case  is  a  slip  without  date  attached  to  a 
communication  from  Mr.  F.  G.  Coldren,  addressed  by  you  to  Mr.  De  Puy, 
Chief  of  the  Eastern  Division,  in  which  you  state  that — 

I  have  advised  Attorney  Coldren  to-day  that  the  rejection  of  this  claim  was  proper  in 
view  of  evidence  of  soldier's  mother  showing  a  serious  attack  of  pleuro-pneumonia 
prior  to  enlistment. 

While  the  evidence  shows  that  the  soldier,  while  a  boy  aged  IG  years, 
did  suffer  such  attack  of  pleuro-pneumonia,  the  evidence  abundantly 
establishes  that  he  fully  recovered  therefrom,  and  that  the  soldier  was 
sound  at  date  of  enlistment. 

The  act  of  March  3,  18H5,  provides  "that  all  applicants  for  pension  shall  be  presumed 
to  have  had  no  disability  at  the  time  of  enlistment,  but  such  presumption  may  be 
rebutted.*' 
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Even  if  it  were  not  shown  that  the  soldier  was  sound  at  date  of  enlist- 
ment, it  can  not  be  successfully  contended  that  the  attack  of  pleuro- 
pneumonia, which  he  suffered  at  the  age  of  1 6  years,  was  sufficient  to 
rebut  the  presumption  of  prior  soundness.  Moreover,  the  soldier's 
mother  who  testified  before  Special  Examiner  Alden  as  to  the  attack  of 
pleuro-pneumonia,  states  distinctly  in  her  testimony  that  the  soldier 
was  sick  only  a  week,  and  had  fully  recovered  from  its  effects.  She 
also  testified  that  thereafter  when  the  soldier  went  to  the  war,  he 
seemed  to  be  all  right  physically.  It  therefore  follows  that  your  ruling 
that— 

the  rejection  of  the  claim  was  proper  in  view  of  evidence  of  soldier's  mother  showiDg  a 
nerions  altack  of  pleuro-pnenmonia  prior  to  enlistment — 

was  erroneous  because  of  conflict  with  the  provisions  of  the  act  of 
March  3,  1886,  in  that  presumption  of  prior  soundness  is  not  rebutted, 
and  this  view  is  intensified  by  the  fact  that  the  soldier  served  a  period 
of  nearly  three  years,  from  August  18,  1862,  to  June  12,  1865,  when 
mustered  out  with  his  command. 

In  the  case  of  Eliza  W.  Cloudman,  No.  .230,994,  cited  by  the  Medical 
Referee,  Secretary  Sehurz  held  as  follows: 

It  appears  that  the  fattil  attack  of  pnenmonia  was  engrafted  upon  previously  existiog 
incurable  disease  of  the  lungs.  In  the  view  of  the  Department  the  evidence  sufficiently 
shows  that  the  disease  which  caused  the  death  of  said  Cloudman  was  so  connected  as  a 
result  with  his  military  service  as  to  entitle  his  widow  to  a  pension. 

While  there  is  no  record  of  medical  treatment,  it  appears  from  the 
papers  that  all  the  medical  oflBcers  who  were  connected  with  the  regi- 
ment at  the  time  the  soldier  contracted  the  disability  of  lung  trouble 
are  now  dead,  and  therefore  the  best  and  only  evidence  remaining  is 
that  of  soldier's  comrades. 

Careful  review  of  this  evidence  shows  that  the  soldier  did  contract 
lung  trouble  while  in  service  and  line  of  duty,  and  the  evidence  of 
comrades,  attending  physicians,  neighbors,  and  relatives,  further  suffi- 
ciently establishes  the  fact  that  the  soldier  suffered  continuously  from 
this  disease  to  a  greater  or  lesser  extent,  from  date  of  discharge  to  date 
of  death  from  pneumonia. 

I  am  therefore  of  opinion  that  the  case  at  bar  falls  within  application 
of  the  ruling  of  Secretary  Sehurz  in  the  case  of  Eliza  W.  Cloudman. 
hereinbefore  cited,  in  that  the  evidence  sufficiently  establishes  that  the 
disease  which  caused  his  death  was  so  connected  as  a  result  wdth  mili- 
tary service  as  to  entitle  his  widow  to  pension. 

The  action  of  your  Bureau  rejecting  the  claim  for  the  causes  stated, 
and  your  ruling  holding  that  said  rejection  was  proper  in  view  of  evi- 
diaice  of  soldier's  mother  showing  a  serious  attack  of  pleuro-pneumouia 
prior  to  enlistment,  are  therefore  reversed,  and  you  will  please  to  direct 
that  the  claim  under  the  giMi^TVvY  \a^  \i<6  «k.^i\ft\\*\fe6k.^  ^wd  <iftrtificate 
issued  accordingly. 
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disability-  act  junk  37,  180o. 

Chaklks  Stone. 

Where  it  is  shown  that  a  claimaut  for  in  valid  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27',  181K),  is 
prevented  from  following  his  trade  as  a  bricklayer  1)y  reason  of  double  vision,  and 
because  of  his  advanced  age  it  is  not  probable  he  could  earn  a  support  by  any  other 
occupation,  the  provisions  of  said  act  may  properly  be  held  to  apply.  The  reason- 
able and  just  interpretation  of  said  act  is  not  whether  by  chance  or  charity  the 
soldier  can  find  some  means  of  supplying  the  necessities  of  life,  but  whether  he  is 
disable<l  in  a  degree  preventing  him  from  following  his  trade  or  some  kindred  oc>cu- 
pation  which  might  yield  him  a  support. 

As&Utajit   Secretary   John    M.   Reynolds    to    the    Commusioner    of  Pension s, 

March  11,  1897. 

Claimant  filed  declaration  September  8,  1890,  for  pension  under  act 
of  June  27, 1890,  alleging  partial  inability  to  earn  a  support  by  manual 
labor  by  reason  of  accidental  blow  on  left  side  of  head,  by  which  the 
optic  nerve  was  injured,  seriously  interfering  with  his  sight  and  caus- 
ing disordered  mental  condition.  This  claim  was  rejected  June  23, 
1891,  because  of  no  disability  shown  in  a  ratable  degree  under  said  act. 
The  claim  was  reopened  and  on  March  29,  1894,  was  again  rejected  on 
the  same  ground. 

On  April  25,  1896,  claimant  filed  another  declaration  for  pension 
under  the  same  act,  alleging  inability  to  earn  a  support  by  performance 
of  manual  labor  by  reason  of  eye  and  urinary  disability.  This  claim 
was  rejected  October  19,  1896,  on  the  ground  that  no  ratable  disability 
was  shown  under  act  of  June  27, 1890.  From  this  action  an  appeal  was 
filed  Xovember  9, 1896,  it  being  contended  on  the  part  of  appellant  that 
the  certificate  of  the  board  of  surgeons  at  Burlington,  Vt.,  of  recent 
date  shows  that  the  defect  of  vision  is  such  as  to  disable  claimant  for 
earning  a  support  by  manual  labor  in  a  pensionable  degree,  and  that 
the  condition  of  claimant's  eyes  is  such  as  to  render  his  inability  to 
earn  a  support  by  manual  labor  more  than  equal  to  anchylosis  of  an 
elbow. 

The  board  of  surgeons  which  examined  claimant  at  Burlington,  Vt., 
April  1,  1891,  report  a  rating  of  y\  for  impaired  eyesight.  The  claim- 
ant was  again  examined  by  a  board  of  surgeons  at  Burlington,  Vt., 
November  22,  1893,  which  board  reported  as  follows  as  to  impaired 
eyesight : 

External  appearances  of  eyes  normal;  pnpils  respond  sluggishly;  vision  rif^ht  eye,  l\\ ; 
vision  left  eye,  i%,  not  improved  by  convex  or  concave  glasses;  double  vision  most  of 
time  without  glasses,  partially  correc;ted  by  prisms;  left  eye,  4°,  base  upward;  right  eye, 
3^,  base  downward;  even  with  prisms  he  sees  double  part  of  the  time;  optic  disk  sunken, 
pale:  blood  vessels  contracted  in  each  eye. 

This  hoard,  iiowever,  neglected  to  i^tate  opVwioiv  w^  U^  ^\v;^\-  ^•js^cvw'^^x^ 
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any,  the  claimant  was  entitled  to  by  reason  of  disabilities  claimed,  and 
these  examinations  of  the  two  medical  boards  were  had  upon  the  claim 
for  partial  inability  to  earn  support  by  manual  labor. 

Under  the  claim  for  total  inability  to  earn  a  support  b}'  manual  labor 
filed  April  25,  1896,  claimant  was  examined  by  a  board  of  surgeons  at 
Burlington,  Vt.,  July  1,  1896,  which  board  was  identical  in  personnel 
with  that  which  examined  the  soldier  November  22,  1893.  This  board 
certifies  as  follows  concerning  eye  trouble: 

Vision  right  eye,  f  J;  vision  left  eye,  i%;  left  eye  slight  converging  strabismns;  has 
diplopia  all  the  time,  dependent  upon  esophoriaof  left;  prism  glass  6°  required  to  make 
vision  natural;  not  able  to  wear  glass  to  correct  defect  oi*  vision;  was  caused  by  injary 
to  head,  and  will  not  be  improved  or  cured  by  glass.     Rating,  };. 

The  sole  question  at  issue  is  whether  the  soldier,  as  shown  by  the 
reports  of  the  examining  surgeons  and  accompanying  t^stimon}',  is  suf- 
fering disability  which  renders  him  incapable  of  earning  a  support  by 
the  performance  of  manual  labor,  either  in  whole  or  in  part,  and  this 
proposition  the  Medical  Referee  determines  negatively. 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  report  of  the  board  of  examining  sur- 
geons of  date  November  22,  1893,  gives  claimant  a  rating  of  y\  for 
impaired  eyesight,  which  rating  is  increased  for  the  same  disability  to 
II  by  the  identical  board  which  subsequently  examined  the  soldier  July 
1,  1896.  This  evidences  that,  in  the  opinion  of  the  later  board,  the 
extentof  disability  from  impaired  vision  had  increased  y\  since  Novem- 
ber, 1893. 

The  testimony  of  witnesses,  vouched  for  as  credible,  shows  that  claim- 
ant, who  is  a  bricklayer  and  stone  mason  by  trade,  met  with  an  accident 
in  June,  1882,  while  working  in  a  mill,  being  drawn  over  a  pulley  upon 
a  pile  of  stones.  He  was  found  in  an  unconscious  condition,  which 
lasted  some  fourteen  days,  and  several  months  elapsed  before  he  was  in 
condition  to  go  about.  He  was  injured  all  over,  but  particularly  so 
about  the  head,  from  which  injury  impaired  vision  was  the  result. 

It  is  shown,  also,  by  the  testimony  that,  by  reason  of  this  impaired 
vision,  he  is  totally  incapacitated  from  following  his  trade,  being  liable 
to  miscarry,  falling  short  of  the  place  where  brick  or  mortar  is  to  be 
placed,  nor  can  he  measure  distances,  being  likewise  unable  in  w^alking 
to  step  up  or  step  over,  his  foot  falling  short.  When  at  meals  he  is  as 
liable  to  put  the  milk  and  sugar  on  the  table  cloth  as  in  his  cup  or  spOl 
water  as  to  pour  it  in  the  glass.  This  is  caused  by  the  fact  that  the 
line  of  vision  of  the  left  eye  is  diverse  from  that  of  the  right. 

The  injury  from  which  the  impaired  vision  resulted  is  certified  to  by 
the  affidavits  of  Drs.  W.  S.  Hopkins  and  J.  H.  Woodward,  attending 
physicians.  The  latter  physician  testifies  that  he  examined  claimant 
in  1888  and  found  him  suflfering  with  diplopia.  He  examined  claim- 
ant a^jn  in  1891  and  found  \t  very  d\ffiie\s\\»  \ft  ^VcnX^  ^v^<3v^a»^V0cL^c^4 
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glass,  owing  to  amblyopia  of  the  left  eye,  the  left  eye  tilting  upward 
and  outward. 

The  condition  of  diplopia,  or  double  sight,  was  found  by  the  two 
boards  of  examining  surgeons,  so  that  neither  doubt  nor  question  can 
arise  as  to  the  diplopiac  condition  of  his  eyes.  One  board  states  that 
even  with  prisms  claimant  sees  double  part  of  the  time. 

In  my  opinion,  this  soldier  is  shown  to  be  suffering  from  disabilities 
which  render  him  incapable,  either  in  whole  or  in  part,  to  earn  a  sup- 
port by  manual  labor.  It  is  certain  that  he  can  not  follow  his  trade 
because  of  the  double  vision  which  prevents  him  from  laying  brick, 
stone,  and  mortar,  and  at  his  period  of  advancing  age  it  is  not  likely 
he  can  pursue  any  trade  or  calling  whereat  he  can  earn  a  living,  save, 
possibly,  through  the  pity  or  forbearance  of  his  friends  and  neighbors. 

To  hold  otherwise  would  b(^  to  place  a  very  severe,  if  not  inhibitory, 
construction  upon  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890.  The  rea- 
sonable and,  indeed,  just  interpretation  of  that  act  is  not  whether  a  sol- 
dier thus  disabled  can  by  chance  or  charity  find  some  desultory  means 
of  supplying  the  bare  necessities  of  life,  food,  and  shelter  by  the  per- 
formance of  invalid  manual  labor,  but  whether  in  his  admitted  disabled 
condition  he  can  follow  his  trade  or  some  other  kindred  occupation  for 
which  he  is  qualified  that  may  yield  him  support,  either  in  whole  or  in 
part. 

In  my  judgment,  the  evidence  discloses  such  condition  of  physical 
infirmity  as  entitles  claimant  to  be  accorded  a  ratable  disability  under 
the  act  of  June  27,  1890.  The  action  of  your  Bureau  rejecting  the 
claim  for  the  reasons  stated  is,  therefore,  reversed,  and  the  papers  are 
herewith  returned  for  readjudication  and  admission  of  the  claim. 


appeal-practice-guardians. 

Susan  Reed  (widow  of  Asa  Eastman). 

V 

The  gnardian  of  minor  children  who  have  no  claim  on  file  in  their  own  right  has  no 
authority  to  file  an  appeal  from  the  action  of  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  reject- 
ing the  widow's  claim. 

Assistant    Secretary   John    M,    Reynolds    to    the   Commusioner    of  Penmon^y 

March  IS,  1897, 

Claimant  on  February  2, 1897,  appealed  from  the  action  of  your  Bureau 
of  January  24, 1896,  rejecting  her  old  law  widow's  claim  (No.  429,029), 
filed  July  28, 1890,  on  the  ground  that  death  cause,  pneumonia,  was  not 
shown  to  be  due  to  the  service. 

It  is  contended  that  the  claim  was  based  upon  p\3A\s\o\i^T^  ^w^'e.xixs^- 
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tion,  contracted  in  the  service,  and  that  soldier  contracted  disease  of 
lungs  in  service,  which  finally  resulted  in  his  death,  and  that  he  did 
not  die  of  pneumonia. 

Soldier  enlisted  October  26,  1861,  and  was  discharged  Novembt^r  IK, 
1864.  He  filed  his  application  for  pension,  based  upon  gun.shot  woaud 
of  right  foot,  December  12,  1866,  which  was  prosecuted  to  a  successful 
issue  January  28,  1896,  by  claimant  after  his  death,  which  occurred 
July  7,  1879.  He  appears  to  have  been  medically  examined  but  twice, 
and  then  only  for  gunshot  wound. 

There  is  no  record  evidence  of  treatment  for  disease  of  lungs  in  serv- 
ice, although  the  record  shows  that  he  was  treated  in  hospital  May  5, 
1863,  no  diagnosis.  The  record  shows  that  he  received  his  gunshot 
wound  June  3,  1863. 

Claimant  was  married  to  soldier  February  14,  1867. 

The  testimony  as  to  incurrence,  continuance,  and  death  is  as  follows: 

Alexander  G.  AVilkins  testified  October  20,  1892,  that  he  was  a  mem- 
ber of  soldier's  company  and  regiment  and  acquainted  with  him ;  that 
he  was  not  a  healthy  man,  and  had  a  bad  cough  most  of  the  time ;  that 
his  symptoms  were  those  of  a  man  in  the  first  stage  of  lung  trouble ; 
that  most  of  the  time  he  looked  more  fit  for  the  hospital  than  the  field ; 
that  he  was  a  brave  soldier,  never  shirked,  and  was  a  general  favorite. 
In  response  to  an  inquiry  from  your  Bureau  he  stated,  October  31, 1893. 
that  he  first  became  acquainted  with  soldier  in  1862,  and  at  that  time 
he  had  no  recollection  that  he  had  a  cough  or  complained  of  any  trouble, 
but  that  in  the  latter  part  of  1862-63  he  well  remembei's  of  soldier's 
having  a  very  bad  cough,  but  he  would  persist  in  going  on  duty  with 
the  company ;  that  he  well  remembers  this,  for  he  often  tried  to  per- 
suade him  not  to  go,  but  it  was  of  no  use ;  that  he  believes  that  soldier 
contracted  his  lung  trouble  in  the  line  of  duty ;  that  he  was  one  of  the 
bravest  men  in  the  company,  a  general  favorite,  and  if  ever  there  was  a 
deserving  soldier,  thinks  Asa  Eastman  was  one. 

Isaac  Maloney,  another  comrade,  testified  October  23,  1893,  that  sol- 
dier had  a  very  bad  cough  and  complained  quite  often,  saying  he  was 
not  tit  for  duty,  although  he  went  on  duty  at  the  call ;  that  judging 
from  his  looks  and  appearance  soldier  had  the  consumption  ;  messed 
and  slept  with  soldier  frequently ;  that  he  was  a  good  soldier,  always 
ready  for  duty  though  at  the  same  time  sick  and  complain ing. 

Simon  Adams  testified  November,  1893,  to  soldier's  having  a  cough 
in  1865  the  first  time  he  saw  him  after  discharge,  and  which  continued 
to  grow  worse  until  his  death,  and  that  the  doctor  said  it  was  his  old 
lung  trouble  that  killed  him.  This  witness  repeated  his  testimony  at 
length  before  the  special  examiner  Xovember  25,  1895. 

Mrs,  Anna  Hummer  testified  that  soldier  came  to  board  at  her  house 
immediately  after  his  discharge  from  the  army ;  that  he  was  then  in 
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poor  health  and  had  a  cough — ^looked  bad ;  that  he  stayed  with  her 
until  after  his  marriage  to  claimant ;  that  he  was  never  well  of  said 
disease  of  lungs  after  his  discharge  until  he  died. 

Wm.  H.  H.  Adams  testified  to  soldier's  condition  from  1870  till  date 
of  his  death ;  always  believed  soldier's  lungs  were  badly  affected.  He 
coughed  and  spit  a  great  deal ;  that  witness  very  frequently  urged  him 
to  do  something  for  his  lungs;  believes  soldier  died  of  lung  disease; 
could  not  walk  fast  or  exert  himself  at  anything  without  giving  out. 
He  testified  biefore  the  special  examiner  November  20,  1895,  that  he 
was  present  when  soldier  died ;  that  the  first  time  he  saw  soldier  he  set 
him  down  as  being  a  consumptive,  and  never  changed  his  opinion ;  sol- 
dier was  thin,  pale,  stoop  shouldered  and  hollow  breasted ;  he  had  a 
coarse,  heavy  cough,  and  he  expectorated  freely  always ;  that  this  cough 
never  left  him,  and  when  he  was  on  his  deathbed  he  would  spit  up  ter- 
rible mouthfuls ;  he  also  frequently  complained  of  pain  in  his  breast 
and  left  side ;  that  soldier  was  ploughing  com  when  last  taken  ill,  com- 
plained of  a  severe  headache  in  the  morning,  went  home,  took  to  his 
bed  and  never  got  up.  Dr.  Cameron  was  the  attending  physician,  and 
witness  can  not  recollect  what  the  doctor  said  he  died  of,  and  witness 
testified  that  he  did  not  know  what  soldier's  fatal  disease  was. 

Other  witnesses  testify  to  soldier's  suffering  from  lung  disease. 

The  claimant  testified  before  the  special  examiner  November  18, 1895^ 
that  her  said  husband  was  a  farmer  and  was  sick  five  days  before  he 
died ;  that  he  was  ploughing  com  when  he  took  sick,  but  he  had  a  cough 
from  just  aft)er  they  were  married,  was  troubled  with  bleeding  at  the 
nose,  which  he  said  was  caused  by  marching  in  the  hot  sun,  and  that 
she  based  her  claim  for  x)ension  on  soldier's  death  from  pneumonia. 

Dr.  Morris  Cameron,  admitted  to  practice  in  the  spring  of  1878,  tes- 
tified before  the  special  examiner  January  7,  1896,  as  follows: 

While  living  at  Penn  Ran  Poet-offioe  (village  of  Greenville)  in  Indiana  County,  of 
this  State,  I  knew  one  Asa  Eastman,  a  cooper,  laborer,  and  farmer,  who  lived  in  said 
village  and  immediate  vicinity  during  all  my  acquaintance  with  him,  which  covered  all 
the  period  of  time  from  April,  1876,  until  his  death  on  July  6,  1879. 

I  am  testifying*  with  my  original  ledger  of  my  practice  for  the  year  1876-79  before  me 
and  the  date  just  stated  I  give  from  said  book  of  accounts. 

My  said  record  shows  I  treated  said  Asa  Eastman  July  4,  5,  6,  and  7,  1879.  I  have 
no  record  of  having  treated  said  Eastman  at  any  other  time  than  on  the  dates  just  now 
above  stated,  and  I  say  I  have  no  recollection  of  having  treated  him  at  any  other  time. 
When  I  was  called  to  treat  said  Eastman  on  July  4,  1879,  I  found  him  suffering  from 
pneumonia  of  both  lungs,  for  which  I  attended  and  treated  him  until  he  died  of  said 
disease  on  July  7,  1879,  at  4  o'clock  a.  m.,  as  I  now  remember  the  hour.  Dr.  Thomas 
St  Clair  (now  dead)  saw  said  Eastman  in  consultation  on  July  6  and  confirmed  my 
diagnosis,  and  gave  a  very  unfavorable  prognosis,  expressing  the  opinion  that  Eastman 
would  soon  die. 

Said  Eastman  lived  across  the  street  from  the  offioe  and  drug  store  of  my  preceptor, 
Dr.  Thomas  McMnllin  (deceased)  when  I  entered  on  the  study  of  my  profeaaioTxiw.  k^^vV^ 
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1876,  and  he  lived  there  a  year  or  more  during  my  first  association  with  him.  During 
that  period  and  after  that  while  he  lived  on  a  little  farm,  where  he  lived  the  last  two 
years  of  his  life,  about  one-half  mile  from  the  village,  I  had  a  number  of  oonveraationa 
about  his  physical  condition  in  which  he  claimed  to  suffer  from  dyspepsia  and  piles.  I 
had  only  his  word  for  that  I  had  no  knowledge  nor  information  leading  me  to  behere 
nor  to  suspect  that  said  Eastman's  fatal  disease  was  in  any  way  complicated  by  any  pre- 
existing disease.  So  far  as  I  knew,  or  ever  heard,  he  had  no  disease  of  respiratory  oigus 
nor  any  other  organic  nor  acute  disease  to  which  the  fatal  termination  of  his  pneoiDonia 
might  be  ascribed  even  in  part. 

My  records  show  I  attended  the  wife  of  said  Asa  Eastman,  Susan  Eastman,  on  July  8, 
1879,  in  confinement,  she  on  that  date  giving  birth  to  a  living  child,  the  sex  of  which  I 
am  unable  to  state. 

I  distinctly  remember  the  facts  that  Asa  Eastman  died  in  the  early  morning  of  one 
day  and  about  noon  of  the  following  day  I  delivered  his  widow  of  a  child.  j 

I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  evidence  in  this  case  fails  to  show  that  ' 
soldier's  death  can  be  attributed  to  his  disease  of  service  origin,  and  I 
the  action  appealed  from  is  accordingly  affirmed.  i 

The  appeal  of  Benjamin  L.  Davies,  guardian  of  two  minor  children  I 
of  soldier,  from  alleged  action  rejecting  their  old  law  claim,  February  2,  \ 
1897,  is  dismissed,  as  no  such  action  appears  to  have  been  taken  by  I 
your  Bureau,  and  no  guardian's  application  for  minor^s  pension  under  ; 
the  old  law  has  ever  been  filed.  In  view  of  the  foregoing  decision  in  the 
old  law  widow's  claim,  the  guardian's  appeal^  if  authorized,  would  be  of 
no  avail;  as  the  rights  of  the  minors  depend  upon  the  right  of  the  widow, 
and  if  she  is  not  entitled  to  pension  they  would  not  be.  The  papers  in 
the  claim  are  herewith  returned. 


deciiaration-act  of  june  87,  1880-am£ni>mbnt. 
Antoine  Deamer  alias  Teamer. 

A  declaration  for  invalid  pension  under  the  act  of  Jane  27,  1890,  which  foils  to  apeoiij 
any  cause  of  disability  is  informal,  and  such  informality  is  incapable  of  being  cured 
after  claimant's  death ;  neither  is  such  omission  in  a  declaration  supplied  by  a  decb* 
ration  for  pension  under  the  general  law  which  alleges  specific  causes  of  disability. 
Citing  case  of  James  J.  Durkee  (8  P.  D.  152). 

Assistant    Secretary  John    M,   Reynolds   to  the    Commissioner  of  PenitofU, 

March  13,  1897. 

In  response  to  your  communication  of  February  24,  1897,  inviting 
attention  to  an  apparent  inconsistency  between  the  decision  rendered 
February  6, 1897,  in  the  case  of  Antoine  Deamer  alias  Teamer,  Company 
F,  Fifth  Pennsylvania  Heavy  Artillery,  and  certain  language  found  is 
the  decision  in  Durkee's  case  (8  P.  D.,  152),  I  have  to  state  that  after 
careful  consideration  I  do  not  think  there  is  any  real  conflict  between 
the  two  decisions. 
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Deamer  filed  a  declaratiou  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  on  the 
10th  of  July,  1890,  in  which  he  alleged  that  by  reason  of  disability  not 
due  to  his  own  vicious  habits  he  was  incapacitated  for  the  performance 
of  manual  labor,  but  failed  to  specify  the  cause  or  causes  of  said  dis- 
ability. He  died  on  January  9,  1891,  before  this  defect  in  his  declara- 
tion was  cured.  The  claim  was  rejected  by  your  Bureau  on  the  ground 
that  the  declaration  was  informal  and  the  informality  was  incapable  of 
being  cured  by  reason  of  the  claimant's  death. 

It  was  contended,  on  appeal,  that  the  omission  in  the  declaration 
under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  was  supplied  by  a  declaration  under 
the  general  law  filed  December  17,  1890,  in  which  the  soldier  stated 
that  he  contracted  rheumatism  and  asthma  while  in  the  service.  I 
held,  pursuant  to  the  decision  of  January  16,  1897,  in  the  case  of  John 
C,  Mordstadt,  that — 

Inasmnoh  as  the  rights  to  a  pension  under  the  general  law  and  under  the  act  of  Jane 
27,  1890,  arose,  as  to  certain  vital  particnlais,  upon  entirely  different  statutory  condi- 
tions and  facts,  it  was  consequently  necessary  that  the  rights  of  a  claimant  under  the 
two  laws  be  set  out  by  different  declarations. 

You  quote  from  the  decision  in  Durkee's  case  the  following  language 
which  you  deem  inconsistent  with  the  above  holding: 

As  toother  matters  required  to  be  alleged  under  the  established  rules  and  regulations, 
such  as  the  company  and  regiment  in  which  service  was  rendered,  the  dates  of  enlistment 
and  dischaige,  and  the  specific  causes  of  disability,  their  obvious  purpose  is  to  facilitate 
the  adjadication  of  the  claim.  These  are  not  essential  elements  of  title,  and  while  they 
should  be  averred  their  omission  is  not  to  be  regarded  as  fatal  to  the  claim. 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  decision  in  Deamer's  case  does  not  hold 
that  the  declaration  filed  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  was  void,  but 
only  that  it  was  incomplete  in  a  certain  particular,  as  to  which  it 
required  amendment. 

In  the  Durkee  case  the  following  rules  as  to  declarations  under  the 
act  of  June  27,  1890,  were  enunciated: 

1.  An  original  declaration  or  application  which  does  not  show  the  four  essential  ele- 
ments of  title,  hereinbefore  recited,  shall  be  held  void  and  of  no  effect. 

2.  A  declaration  properly  executed,  alleging  these  essential  elements  of  title,  but 
defective  in  other  particulars  ander  the  rules  and  regulations  heretofore  approved  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall  be  deemed  a  valid  application  to  this  extent;  that  the 
date  of  filing  thereof  shall  be  the  date  of  commencement  of  the  pension  (if  allowed) ; 
provided  the  evidence  shall  show  that  a  pensionable  disability  existed  at  said  date. 

3.  If  the  original  declaration  shall  fail  to  specify  the  disabling  cause  or  causes  leading 
to  inability  to  earn  a  support  by  manual  laborer  shall  fail  to  contain  any  other  essential 
averment,  the  claimant  shall  be  advised  of  the  particulars  wherein  it  is  defective  and 
that  he  is  required  to  file  a  new  and  amended  declaration  curing  said  defects  before  the 
claim  can  be  further  adjudicated. 

The  declaration  in  this  case  was  not  void;  neither  was  it  a  complete 
declaration.  It  was  efifective  (under  the  second  rule  abov^  EtflAA.d\  Cq^y 
ibe  purpose  of  £xing  the  date  of  commencQm^eti\>  ot  \SQLfe^\i'»sya.^""?C^««i^ 
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allowed,  but,  under  the  third  rule,  was  not  sufficient  for  the  purpose  of 
adjudication.  Before  the  claim  could  be  adjudicated  it  was  necesBary 
for  the  claimant  to  file  a  new  and  amended  declaration.  This,  it  ig 
held,  he  failed  to  do  and  unless  some  one  can  now  do  it  for  him  the  claim 
can  not  be  further  considered  and  is  practicaUy  dead. 

The  right  of  the  claimant's  widow  to  file  an  amended  declaration  in 
such  a  case  was  considered  by  me,  and  denied  in  the  case  of  Ira  J. 
Deyo,  June  30,  1896.    In  that  case  I  said: 

A  widow  has  the  right  to  proeecnte  the  invalid  claim  left  pending  by  the  soldier  and 
no  other.  She  can  not  make  a  new  claim  for  him.  She  can  not  enlai^  the  scope  of 
his  application  or  change  the  basis  of  it  It  follows  that  she  can  not  amend  his  dedaa- 
tion  by  alleging  causes  of  disability  which  he  did  not  allege. 

I  have  seen  no  reason  to  modify  that  view. 

It  must  be  conceded  that  under  the  Durkee  decision  the  declaratioo 
filed  by  Mr.  Deamer  was  defective  and  required  amendment.  As  he 
did  not,  and  his  widow  can  not  amend  it,  the  claim  necessarily  &i1fl. 


accrued  pension  of  widow-minors. 

Minors  of  John  Hotchkiss. 

In  case  of  the  death  of  a  widov«  who  is  in  receipt  of  a  pension,  the  pension  whieti 
accrued  from  the  date  of  the  last  payment  to  her  can  be  paid  to  her  children  who  are 
under  16  years  of  age  at  the  date  of  her  death.  It  can  not  be  paid  to  them  if  tbej 
are  over  the  age  of  16  years  at  the  date  of  their  mother's  death. 

Assistant  Secretary  John  M,   Reynolds    to    the    Commissioner    of  Pentim, 

March  IS,  1897. 

John  N.  Hotchkiss,  late  of  Company  H,  Forty-fifth  Pennsylvania 
Volunteers,  the  father  of  claimants,  was  killed  in  action  at  South 
Mountain,  September  14,  1862.  His  widow  was  pensioned  from  that 
date.  The  pension  was  paid  up  to  March  4,  1869.  The  pension  was  I 
paid  to  a  guardian,  the  pensioner  being  insane.  She  died  at  the  State 
asylum  for  the  insane  at  Danville,  Pa.,  on  the  9th  of  May,  1874. 

On  the  23d  of  April,  1889,  an  application  (No.  415,596)  was  made  I 
for  pension  on  behalf  of  two  children  of  the  soldier;  Warren,  born  i 
June  18,  1855,  and  Thomas  F.,  born  November  8,  1857.  Their  claim 
was  rejected,  May  16,  1890,  on  the  ground  that  they  were  over  16  years  • 
of  age  at  the  date  of  the  widow's  death.  From  this  action  an  appeal  ^^ 
was  taken,  January  27,  1897. 

More  than  five  years'  pension  accrued  to  the  widow  of  the  soldier 
from  the  date  to  which  she  was  paid  to  the  date  of  her  death.  The 
only  law  relative  to  the  payment  oi  «LCct\3Lfc^  ^^Tkstfsv^\^<s^  va.  Corce  is  tbe 
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act  of  March  2,  1895.  This  act  provides  that  in  case  of  a  widow,  the 
accrued  pension  shall  be  paid  to  her  minor  children  under  the  age  of  16 
years  at  her  death. 

In  this  case  the  children  were  all  over  the  age  of  16  years  at  the 
date  of  their  mother's  death.  There  is,  therefore,  no  authority  of  law 
to  pay  to  them  the  pension  which  accrued  to  their  mother.  The  action 
from  which  the  appeal  is  taken  is  affirmed. 


appeai^attorxeyship-pracnce. 

Phineas  D.  Judson  (deceased). 

The  attorney  for  a  claimant  for  invalid  pension,  where  sach  claimant  dies  prior  to  the 
final  adjadication  of  the  claim,  has  no  legal  right  to  appeal  from  the  rejection  of 
said  claim  without  first  obtaining  a  power  of  attorney  to  continue  such  prosecution 
from  the  widow  of  such  soldier,  or  from  the  person  next  in  order  of  succession. 
Citing  James  Keating  (7  P.  D.,  280)  and  Americos  Mayo  (Id.,  531). 

Assistant    Secretary  John    M.   Reynolds   to   the    Commissioner    of  Pensioiis, 

March  IS,  1897, 

The  above  entitled  claim  for  pension  was  first  rejected  by  your  Bureau 
on  May  14, 1889,  upon  the  ground  that  the  service  origin  of  the  alleged 
disabling  causes,  upon  which  said  claim  was  based,  was  not  established. 

The  claimant  became  insane  in  1886,  and  in  February,  1895,  one 
George  M.  Jeter  was  appointed  his  conservator  by  the  county  court  of 
Edgar  County,  111.  On  June  10,  1895,  Mr.  A.  Y.  Trogdon,  of  Paris, 
111.,  filed  in  your  Bureau,  as  attorney  for  said  conservator,  an  applica- 
tion renewing  said  claim,  accompanied  by  additional  evidence,  in  view 
of  which  the  claim  was  reopened  and  again  considered  in  your  Bureau, 
but  while  it  was  still  pending  and  unadjudicated  the  claimant  died,  on 
November  20,  1895.  The  rejection  of  the  claim  was  adhered  to  upon 
the  same  grounds  by  your  Bureau  on  December  8,  1896,  and  from  this 
action  an  appeal  was  taken  by  said  attorney  on  December  17,  1896, 
which  was  dismissed  by  this  Department  on  January  26, 1897,  for  the 
reason  that  it  was  held  the  county  court  of  Edgar  County,  111.,  had 
no  jurisdiction  to  appoint  said  conservator,  and,  consequently  he  had  no 
power  or  authority  to  prosecute  such  claim,  or  to  appoint  and  employ 
said  attorney  to  represent  him  therein. 

The  present  motion  requesting  a  reconsideration  of  said  action  was 
filed  by  said  attorney  on  February  6,  1897,  in  which  he  discusses  the 
ground  upon  which  said  appeal  was  dismissed,  contending  that  the  same 
was  erroneous,  but  it  is  clear  from  the  foregoing  statement  of  facts  and 
the  decisions  of  this  Department  that,  although  the  dismissal  of  said 
appeal  was  correct,  the  ground  upon  which  aaid  acWoxL  ^«j^  \akssoL  %s^^ 


486  DECISIONS   RELATING   TO    PENSIONS. 

the  reasons  given  therefor  were  neither  necessary  nor  proper,  it  being 
extremely  doubtful  whether  they  could  be  successfully  maintained,  and 
the  argument  and  discussion  of  the  same  in  this  motion  is  wholly  imma- 
terial and  unnecessary  to  the  proper  decision  of  the  question  presented. 

The  claimant  died  while  this  claim  was  pending  and  awaiting  final 
adjudication  in  your  Bureau,  and  the  said  attorney  prosecuted  it  to 
final  determination  and  rejection  subsequent  to  claimant's  death.  His 
power  and  authority  to  take  any  further  steps  in  the  case,  whether 
derived  by  appointment  from  the  claimant,  his  conservator,  or  any  other 
source,  then  ceased,  and  could  only  be  revived  by  power  of  attorney 
from  the  widow  of  the  claimant,  who  succeeded  under  the  law  to  the 
right  to  continue  the  prosecution  of  said  claim  for  the  accrued  pension. 
The  attorney  admits  that  he  has  never  received  a  power  of  attorney 
from  the  widow,  and  has  filed  no  such  power  of  attorney  in  your  Bureaa. 

In  the  appeal  of  James  Keating  (7  P.  D.,  280),  decided  October  20, 
1894,  this  Department  held  that : 

Where  the  soldier  died  before  final  action  by  the  Bureau  of  Pensions,  his  claim  har- 
ing  been  subsequently  rejected,  the  attorney  of  record  has  no  legal  right  to  appeal  from 
such  rejection  without  first  obtaining  from  the  widow  of  the  soldier  a  power  of  attoraey 
to  continue  its  prosecution. 

Also,  in  the  appeal  of  Americus  Mayo  (7  P.  D.,  531),  it  was  held,  on 
April  5,  1895 : 

Where  a  claim  for  pension  is  pending  before  the  Bureau  and  applicant  dies,  the  atttn^ 
ney  of  record  will  be  permitted  to  proceed  under  his  original  contract  and  prosecute  the 
claim  to  adjudication,  but  on  adjudication  his  rights  and  authority  under  said  contract 
terminate.  If  the  claim  be  rejected  and  he  desires  to  file  evidence  with  a  view  to  reopen- 
ing, or  to  appeal,  he  must,  before  proceeding  iu  the  matter,  obtain  a  power  of  attoniej 
from  the  widow  or  the  person  next  in  order  of  succession. 

It  is,  therefore,  manifest  that  said  appeal  should  have  been  dismissed 
for  the  reasons  above  indicated  instead  of  those  stated,  and  this  motion 
is  overruled  and  said  action  dismissing  the  appeal  is  adhered  to  upon 
the  grounds  herein  given. 


fee  agreements-evidence— practice. 

Elias  Shank  (claimant). 

All  evidence  as  to  the  contract  in  relation  to  fees  between  claimants  and  their  agents  or 
attorneys  must  be  filed  prior  to  the  issue  of  the  certificate  of  pension  in  the  claim  to 
which  it  is  to  be  applied. 

Assistant   Secretary  John    M.   Reynolds    to    the    Commissioner   of  PenMoiu, 

March  13,  1897. 

In  your  communication  of  January   25,   1897,   in  the  case,  Elias 
Shank;  Company  G,  Thirty-seventVi  ^^xi^McVL-^  Yc^Vajateers^  Mounted 
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Infantry  (Certificate  No.  83,866),  you  submitted  for  consideration  the 
question  whether  evidence  showing  official  capacity  of  an  officer  before 
whom  fee  agreements  are  executed,  if  filed  in  a  case  subsequent  to  the 
issue  of  certificate  to  allow  pension,  will  warrant  the  Commisioner  of 
Pensions,  in  approving  said  fee  agreement  which,  in  other  respects,  con- 
form to  the  law  and  the  rules  of  practice. 

The  question  submitted  arose  on  the  appeal  of  Attorney  P.  J.  Lock- 
wood,  in  his  claim  for  fee  in  the  case,  Amos  Van  Fleet  (decided  Septem- 
ber 13,  1896,  23  Fee  P.  L.  Bk.,  449).  The  facts  there  found  are  sub- 
stantially those  submitted  and  herein  set  forth.     It  was  held  that: 

As  the  articles  of  agreement  filed  by  the  appellant  in  the  new  disability  claim  wer& 
invalid  for  want  of  proper  execution,  he  was  entitled  to  a  fee  of  bat  $10  on  the  allowance 
of  said  claim. 

The  effect  of  this  holding  is  that  said  fee  agreements  under  the  sub- 
mitted conditions  can  not  be  recognized. 

However,  upon  review  of  the  case  on  motion  for  reconsideration,  it 
was  first  learned  that  the  practice  of  the  Bureau  was  not  uniform 
in  the  particular  of  permitting  attorneys,  after  the  mailing  of  the  cer- 
tificate of  pension,  to  cure  defects  in  agreements;  that  on  the  same  day 
letters  were  written  by  different  clerks,  one  refusing  and  the  other 
according  attorneys  x)ermission  to  cure  such  defects. 

The  Department  in  sustaining  said  motion  was  of  the  opinion,  in  view 
of  the  practice  in  the  Bureau,  that  its  action  refusing  or  allowing  the 
stipulated  fee,  when  the  agreements  are  informal  in  the  particular 
noted,  should  be  affirmed  for  the  reason  that  as  the  Commissioner,  by 
approving  the  agreements  waived  the  informality,  the  enforcement  of 
the  rules  in  those  cases  where  such  informality  was  thus  waived,  should 
not  be  insisted  upon,  and  in  those  cases  where  the  Commissioner  refused 
to  waive  the  informality,  that  his  action  was  in  accord  with  the  rules 
of  practice. 

So  in  that  case  (Van  Fleet)  when  it  was  learned  what  had  been  the 
practice  in  the  Bureau,  in  harmony  with  the  foregoiug,  it  was  held  that 
inasmuch  as  the  Commissioner  had,  in  said  case,  approved  the  agree- 
ments, but  had  refused  to  pay  the  stipulated  fee  for  reasons  other  than 
any  informality  in  their  execution,  that  as  those  reasons  could  not  be 
sustained,  the  full  stipulated  fee  should  be  paid,  the  fee  agreements  hav- 
ing been  approved ;  accordingly  the  action  of  the  Bureau  was  overruled 
with  directions  that  the  stipulated  fee  be  paid  to  the  attorney. 

It  is  urged  that  the  certificate  as  to  official  capacity  is  evidence,  not 
of  the  contract  between  the  claimant  and  his  agent  or  attorney,  but. 
that  said  contract  has  been  duly  executed,  and,  therefore,  when  the 
contract  has  been  filed  before  the  issue  of  certificate  of  pension  evidence 
of  the  proper  execution  of  the  fee  agreements  may  be  filed  at  any  time 
thereafter.  In  support  of  this  contention  it  is  argued  that^  as.  liv  U\\^ 
case — 
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If  the  anthenticatiDg  officer  did^  as  a  matter  of  fact  poaseas  the  proper  anthonty  at 
the  time  when  he  exercised  it,  the  fee  agreementB  are  uDimpeachable,  and  the  oontaet     J 
<;ontained  in  them  should  be  held  inviolable,  and  that  the  attorney  should  not  be  pn^ 
eluded  by  the  mere  fact  that  the  case  has  been  adjudicated  on  its  merits,  from  fumiah*     ' 
ing  proof  if  he  can  do  so,  on  a  mere  question  of  fact.  j 

It  should  be  borne  in  mind  that  in  determining  this  question  recourse 
is  not  had  to  the  principles  of  equity  and  law,  but  to  rules  of  practice 
and  the  statutory  requirements.  It  will  not  be  denied  that  in  the  I 
absence  of  proper  evidence  as  to  the  agreement  between  the  claimant  ' 
and  his  attorney  as  to  fee  to  be  paid  or  as  to  their  proper  execution, 
that  one  in  excess  of  $10  can  not  be  allowed.  At  what  time  shall  this 
evidence  be  filed?  Before  or  after  the  issue  of  the  certificate  of  pen- 
sion?   Section  4768,  Revised  Statutes,  provides  that — 

The  Commissioner  of  Pensions  shall  forward  the  certificate  of  pension  granted  in  any 
case  to  the  agent  for  paying  pensions  when  such  oertificate  is  made  payable,  and  at  the 
same  time  forward  therewith  one  of  the  articles  of  agreement  filed  in  the  case  and 
approved  by  the  Commissioner.     *    «    * 

It  is  not  necessary  to  dwell  upon  what  are  the  requirements  of  this 
act.  Doubtless  the  certificate  is,  upon  its  issue,  immediately  forwarded  | 
to  the  agent  for  paying  pensions,  accompanied  by  an  approved  fee 
agreement,  if  valid  agreements  are  filed,  as  the  voucher  of  said  agent 
for  paying  the  fee  stipulated  therein.  This  practice  would  not  permit 
the  filing  of  fee  agreements  after  the  issue  of  certificate,  or  any  evidence 
of  the  execution  of  fee  agreements.  The  statute  does  not  contemplate 
any  condition  other  than  the  filing  of  the  evidence  of  such  agreements 
and  of  their  proper  execution  prior  to  the  issue  of  the  certificate.  The 
statutes  and  the  rules  are  plain,  and  it  is  so  manifest  that  any  over- 
sight in  the  proper  execution  of  the  agreements,  or  of  the  filing  of  the 
evidence  of  their  proper  execution,  can  not  in  any  measure  be  due  to 
the  requirements  of  the  law  or  rules  of  practice,  but  wholly  due  either 
to  the  carelessness  or  neglect  of  the  attorney,  that  no  other  pretext  or 
excuse  can  be  assigned  for  permitting  such  evidence  to  be  filed  after  the 
issue  of  the  certificate  of  pension. 

So,  had  this  question  been  submitted  at  a  time  when  the  decision  of 
the  Department  would  have  been  a  precedent  for  every  case  in  which  it 
has  arisen  it  would  have  been  reasonable  to  have  held,  that  all  evidence 
establishing  such  agreements  or  their  proper  execution,  should  be  filed 
prior  to  the  issue  of  the  certificate  of  pension. 

The  principles  upon  which  such  a  decision  would,  at  that  time,  have 
been  based,  are  still  applicable  to  and  determinative  of  the  same  ques- 
tion arising  at  this  date;  they  should  not  be  subverted  by  the  oversight 
and  neglect  of  the  persons  claiming  rights  under  fee  agreements  of 
which  there  is  wanting  evidence  of  their  proper  execution,  and  this  due 
to  the  oversight  and  neglect  of  such  persons. 

Furthermore,  I  fail  to  underataiid  u^tv  'wkat  gjroond  permission 
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would  be  denied  an  attorney  to  file  fee  agreements  after  the  issue  of 
certificate  of  pension,  if  it  be  conceded  that  an  essential  part  thereof 
can  be  so  filed.  The  Department  decided  November  26,  1888,  in  the 
case  of  George  W.  Oddell,  that  fee  agreements,  if  filed  after  the  issue 
of  pension,  certificate  can  not  for  that  reason  be  applied  to  the  claim. 

Therefore,  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  official  capacity  of  a  person 
before  whom  agreements  are  executed  should  be  certified  when  required 
by  the  law  or  rules  of  practice;  and  that  fee  agreements  should  not  be 
approved,  unless  this  is  done  before  the  issue  of  the  certificate  of 
pension. 

However,  I  do  not  think  it  advisable  to  readjudicate  claims  where 
this  particular  informality  has  been  waived  by  the  Commissioner  of 
Pensions,  and  the  fee  agreements  have  been  approved  in  the  absence  of 
such  certificate  of  authority,  by  the  payment  of  the  whole  of  the  stipu- 
lated fee  or  a  portion  thereof  exceeding  $10,  and  such  certificate  is  sub- 
sequently filed. 


DECLARATION-ACT  JUNE  87,  1890. 

HoLLis  Laraby. 

In  a  declaration  for  pension  under  the  act  of  Jane  27,  1890,  a  statement  of  the  date 
of  enlistment  and  the  date  of  discharge  is  a  sufficient  statement  as  to  the  length  of 
service. 

Assistant   Secretary  John    M,  Reynolds   to   the    Commissioner   of   Pensions ^ 

March  IS,  1897. 

On  the  17th  of  December,  1896,  your  office  addressed  a  letter  to  Noah 
Moser,  of  Loogootee,  Ind.,  which  contained  the  following  statement  : 

Referring  to  an  application  for  invalid  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  filed 
December  17,  1896,  in  behalf  of  HoUis  Laraby,  formerly  of  Company  A,  Second  Ver- 
mont Infantry,  No.  1,087,676,  which  contained  a  power  of  attorney  in  your  favor,  you 
are  advised  that  said  paper  has  this  day  been  returned  to  the  claimant  with  the  informa- 
tion  that  it  would  confer  no  rights  upon  him,  because  there  is  no  averment  in  the  same 
that  he  served  ninety  days  in  the  war  of  the  rebellion.     *    *    * 

The  said  attorney  in  a  letter  filed  February  1,  1897,  states  that — 

The  body  of  the  declaration  set  out  the  fact  that  the  soldier  enlisted  March  9,  1865, 
and  was  dischai^ed  July  15,  1865,  which  was  a  sufficient  statement  that  the  soldier's 
service  exceeded  ninety  days. 

Your  office  concedes  that  if  the  statement  of  Mr.  Moser  relative  to 
the  averments  in  the  declaration  filed  December  9, 1896,  as  to  the  dates 
of  soldier's  enlistment  and  discharge  is  correct,  the  action  appealed 
from  should  be  set  aside.  In  this  view  the  Department  concurs.  The 
claimant  not  having  returned  the  declaration  which  was  originally  filed 
on  December  9, 1896,  the  facts  of  the  case  can  not  xlot^  \i%k  ^<^\fcT\ss^ew^. 
The  appeal  in  the  case  is  dismissed. 
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DECL.ARATION-AMENDMENT-HONOBABL.B  DISCHABGE. 

■ 

Maria  Blew  (widow). 

A  widow's  declaration  for  pension  nnder  section  3  of  the  act  of  Jane  27,  1890,  being 
complete  in  all  respects  except  that  it  does  not  state  that  the  soldier's  dischaige  from 
the  service  was  honorable,  the  informality  may  be  waived  and  the  decluation 
accepted  as  valid. 

Assistant  Secretary  John  M.   Reynolds    to    ike    Commissioner  of  Pensiom, 

February  20,  1897, 

The  claimant,  Maria  Blew,  on  October  14, 1896,  filed  an  application  | 
for  pension  under  section  3,  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  in  which  she  I 
alleged  that  she  is  the  widow  of  Carter  Blew,  who  was  enrolled  on  the 
25th  of  January,  1864,  in  Company  K,  Eighth  Regiment  of  United  j 
States  Colored  Heavy  Artillery,  in  the  war  of  1861-65,  and  was  dis-  j 
charged  at  Louisville,  on  the  —  day  of  March,  1866;  that  she  was  mar-  ' 
ried  to  said  soldier  on  the  31st  of  May,  1885;  that  he  died  in  February, 
1893;  and  that  she  is  without  other  sufficient  means  of  support  than  | 
her  daily  labor. 

On  October  29,  1896,  said  application  was  returned  to  her  with  the 
information  that  it  could  not  be  accepted  to  confer  any  rights  upon  her 
for  the  reason  that  it  did  not  contain  the  following  essential  allegation, 
namely :  That  the  soldier  was  honorably  discharged.  A  proper  blank 
for  a  new  application  was  enclosed. 

Instead  of  filing  a  new  application  the  claimant,  presumably  by  the 
advice  of  her  attorney,  returned  the  old  application  with  an  affidavit 
stating  in  substance,  that  she  had  no  personal  knowledge  of  the  circum- 
stances of  her  husband's  discharge,  but  that  she  had  been  informed  and 
believed  that  he  was  discharged  honorably. 

On  December  30,  1896,  the  attorney  entered  an  appeal,  his  contention 
being  that  there  is  no  provision  of  law  or  rule  of  the  Pension  Bureau 
sanctioned  by  a  decision  of  the  Department  making  an  allegation  of 
honorable  discharge  necessary  in  a  widow's  application,  and  that  inas- 
much as  the  fact  as  to  whether  the  soldier  was  honorably  discharged  or 
not  lies  without  the  personal  knowledge  of  the  claimant,  but  is  pecu- 
liarly within  the  knowledge  of  the  Government,  such  an  allegation 
ought  not  to  be  required  of  her. 

In  the  case  of  Susan  M.  Minor,  decided  September  11,  1896  (8  P.  D.. 
263),  I  held  that  the  essential  allegations  in  a  declaration  for  widow's 
pension  under  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  are  (1)  that  her  husband  served 
at  least  90  days  in  the  Army  or  Navy  of  the  United  States  during  the 
late  war  of  the  rebellion ;  (2)  that  he  was  honorably  discharged;  (3)  that 
be  has  died;  (4)  that  she  is  without  other  means  of  support  than  her 
daily  labor,  and  (5)  that  she  was  married  to  said  soldier  prior  to  the 
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passage  of  said  act.  I  further  held  that  a  declaration  which  does  not 
show  these  averments  is  void  and  of  no  effect. 

I  do  not  see  much  force  in  the  arguments  of  the  attorney  based  on 
the  fact  that  the  claimant  has  no  personal  knowledge  of  the  character 
of  her  husband's  discharge.  Widow  claimants,  in  many  cases,  have 
no  personal  knowledge  that  their  husbands  were  in  the  army,  or  when 
they  were  enlisted  and  discharged,  or  what  disabilities,  if  any,  they 
contracted  during  service;  yet  they  are  properly  required  to  make 
averment  as  to  these  matters,  it  being  understood  that  what  they  do  not 
know  personally  they  allege  upon  information  and  belief  The  Bureau 
is  under  no  obligation  to  consider  a  claim  unless  the  claimant  alleges 
facts  which,  if  proved,  would  entitle  her  to  the  pension  sought. 

I  am  of  the  opinion,  however,  that  where  (as  in  this  case)  a  widow's 
declaration  is  complete  in  all  respects  except  that  it  does  not  allege 
that  her  husband's  discharge  from  the  service  was  honorable  it  would 
be  reasonable  to  waive  the  slight  informality  and  assume  that  an  hon- 
orable discharge  was  meant  (that  being  the  only  kind  of  discharge 
which  would  give  her  title  to  pension).  In  accordance  with  this  view 
you  are  respectfully  directed  to  accept  the  declaration  filed  January  6, 
1897,  as  valid. 


servicje— unassigned  drafted  man. 
David  H.  Dyer. 

The  record  in  evidenoe  from  the  War  Department  shows  claimant  accepted  into  the 
service  by  proper  authority  on  Deoembei  20,  1864.  He  was  discharged  April  13, 
1865,  and  the  Treasury  record  shows  him  paid  as  a  private  ap  to  that  date.  The 
War  Department  now  states  that  it  has  determined  that  soldier  was  in  the  service 
from  December  20,  1864,  to  February  2, 1865,  but  it  produces  no  record  or  evidence 
corroborative  of  that  conclusion. 

Held,  A  claim  can  not  be  adjudicated  upon  alleged  facts  not  in  evidence,  and  the  War 
Department  should  be  requested  to  file  a  record  of  service  de  nova,  inasmuch  as  its 
later  conclusions  are  totally  at  variance  with  the  record  found  in  the  case  and  filed 
by  said  Department. 

Aasistani  Secretary    John  M.   Reynolds   to    the    Commissioner    of  Pensions, 

February  20,  1897. 

In  the  within  claim  your  rejection  of  June  16,  1896,  was  affirmed  by 
me  on  August  29,  1896,  on  the  ground  that  the  statement  of  the  War 
Department,  concerning  soldier's  length  of  service  is  conclusive,  the 
War  Department  having  reported — 

He  is  regarded  by  this  Department  as  having  been  in  the  military  service  of  the  United 
States  from  December  20,  1864,  to  February  2,  1865. 

A  motion  for  reconsideration  is  now  filed  B^c^tab^T  ^^\^^^^<isyo^fc\Ar 
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ing  that  the  rejection  is  against  the  doctrines  and  principles  ennmerated 
in  the  appeal  of  Elizabeth  H.,  widow  of  Nicholas  Poland  (8  P.  D.,  266). 

In  the  within  case,  the  records  of  the  War  Department  show:  David 
H.  Dyer  was  drafted  on  December  12,  1864,  from  the  Seventh  District 
of  Indiana.  He  was  examined  and  held  to  service  December  20, 1864. 
He  was  received  at  the  draft  rendezvous  on  December  30, 1864,  and  was 
rejected  by  a  board  of  inspectors  January  10,  1865,  the  papers  being 
sent  to  department  headquarters  on  January  20,  1865.  By  command 
of  Major-General  Hooker,  dated  January  27,  1865,  he  was  ordered  to 
be  discharged,  the  papers  being  received  back  on  January  30, 1865.  He 
was  admitted  to  post  hospital.  Camp  Carrington,  Ind.,  January  8, 1865, 
and  returned  to  duty  February  2,  1865.  He  was  discharged  on  April 
13,  1865,  by  Alvin  P.  Hovey,  brevet  major-general,  commanding  draft 
rendezvous,  and  he  was  paid,  as  shown  by  the  record  of  the  Treasury 
Department,  from  December  12,  1864,  to  April  13,  1865. 

Now,  without  discussing  in  detail  the  opinion  of  the  Judge- Advocate 
General,  as  set  forth  in  the  Poland  appeal  cited,  it  may  be  stated  that 
that  official  in  said  opinion  lays  down  certain  definite  principles  which 
apply  to  the  case  at  bar.     That  opinion  recites  that  it  is — 

The  acceptance  of  a  drafted  man  by  the  board  of  enrollment  that  pats  him  in  the 
service. 

And  again,  a  drafted  man  was — 

Id  the  service  from  the  date  of  his  acceptance  by  the  board  of  enrollment  nntil  his 
discharge,  after  rejection  by  the  rendezvous  board  of  medical  inspection. 

And  further — 

In  fact,  after  the  drafted  man  *  *  *  was  accepted  by  the  board  of  eniollmeni 
his  status  was  simply  that  of  a  soldier,  and  from  that  time  on  there  was  no  diffenoioe 
between  his  condition  and  that  of  any  other  soldier  who  had  been  accepted  into  theserr- 
ice  of  the  United  States,  etc. 

There  is  no  issue  made  as  to  whether  or  not  claimant  was  accepted 
into  the  service  of  the  United  States,  the  War  Department,  admitting 
and  fixing  the  date  of  his  acceptance  into  the  service  by  the  proper 
officers  of  the  Government,  as  December  20, 1864 ;  but  the  issue  is  raised 
as  to  how  long  he  was  in  the  service.  In  answer  to  inquiry  the  War 
Department  states  : 

It  has  been  this  day  determined  by  this  Department,  from  the  records  on  file,  that  be 
was  farloughed  to  await  discharge  on  or  about  February  2, 1865;  that  he  was  discharged 
from  service  February  2,  1665,  on  surgeon's  certificate  of  disability;  and  that  so  much 
of  the  record  (surgeon's  certificate  of  disability)  as  shows  him  discharged  April  13,  186j, 
is  erroneous. 

The  records  which  are  supposed  to  be  the  basis  of  this  conclusion  of 
the  War  Department  are  not  in  evidence,  and  until  they  are  this  Depart- 
ment holds  itself  bound  by  the  record  as  it  appears  in  evidence ;  the 
determination  of  the  War  DepaTtmeuX,  \X\%.\,  e\^vai^\i\.  -^^a  In  the  service 
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only  between  December  20,  1864,  and  Febraary  2,  1865,  appears  upon 
itB  face  to  be,  and  must  be  considered,  only  what  it  purports  be,  viz,  the 
personal  opinion  of  the  officials  of  the  War  Department.  Such  opinion 
is  entitled  to  great  weight,  but  it  can  not  be  accepted  as  conclusive  or 
binding  upon  this  Department  as  fixing  the  pensionable  status  of  claim- 
ant, when  such  conclusion  is  directly  contrary  to  facts  recited  by  the 
records  of  the  War  Department  which  are  in  evidence.  K  the  record 
that  is  now  in  evidence  is  incorrect,  a  corrected  record  may  be  substi- 
tuted therefor,  but  until  such  substitution  is  made  the  record  must  be 
accepted  as  it  stands.  It  would  be  clearly  erroneous  to  reject  a  claim 
on  a  conclusion  based  upon  evidence  in  the  case,  and  which  alleged 
evidence  is  directly  contrary  to  a  record  that  is  on  file  in  the  claim.  If 
the  War  Department  attacks  its  own  record  it  must  substitute  a  cor- 
rected record  for  the  one  it  has  previously  filed.  It  is  not  enough  that 
it  hold  its  former  record  to  be  incorrect ;  it  must  produce  the  correct 
one,  and  it  must  be  in  evidence  before  it  can  be  the  basis  of  a  rejection 
of  a  pension  claim.  Claimant  has  certainly  made  a  strong  prima  facie 
case  by  the  record,  inasmuch  as  that  record  shows  him  to  have  entered 
the  service  December  20, 1864,  to  have  remained  therein  until  April  13, 
1865,  and  to  have  been  paid  up  to  said  last  mentioned  date ;  but  it  must 
be  noted  that  such  is  but  a  prima  facie  proof ;  furthermore,  it  must  not 
be  assumed  that  either  his  certificate  of  discharge,  dated  April  13, 1865, 
or  the  fact  that  he  was  paid  up  to  that  date,  settles  conclusively  the  fact 
that  he  was  in  the  service  of  the  United  States  during  all  of  that  period. 
His  certificate  of  discharge  is  not  his  actual  discharge,  it  is  but  evidence 
of  his  discharge ;  he  may  have  been  discharged,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  at 
at  some  previous  date.  In  the  Poland  case  soldier  was,  on  December 
29,  1864,  ordered  to  be  discharged  by  the  department  commander,  and 
he  was  actually  discharged  by  commander  of  the  rendezvous  on  January 
20,  1865,  the  Judge- Advocate  General  holding  that  he  was  therefore  in 
the  service  until,  not  December  29,  1864,  but  until  January  20,  1865, 
the  date  of  his  discharge  certificate.  Now,  if  we  should  apply  such 
holding  to  the  case  at  bar,  claimant  would  be  held  to  have  been  in  the 
service  until  April  13,  1865 ;  but  the  facts  in  the  case  under  considera- 
tion may  not  be  parallel  with  those  in  the  Poland  case,  and  it  was  aptly 
said  by  the  Judge-Advocate  General,  that  a  soldier  is  discharged  when 
he  is  released  from  his  contract  to  serve,  and  passes  from  the  control  of 
his  officers  into  the  status  of  a  civilian,  and  is  at  liberty  to  act  accord- 
ingly. In  the  case  at  bar,  the  order  for  discharge  was  signed  on  January 
27,  1865,  and  was  received  by  the  proper  officers  on  January  30,  1865, 
on  which  date  claimant  was  in  hospital.  He  was  returned  to  duty  but 
three  days  thereafter,  and  he  may  have  been  verbally,  or  otherwise, 
released  from  service  at  once  by  a  proper  officer,  pending  the  delivery 
of  a  formal  certificate  of  discharge ;  such  a  release,  ^y^u  tSiovM^^^x^sak^ 
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would  have  been  perfectly  legal,  inasmuch  as  it  would  have  been  bat  a 
fulfillment  of  an  order  in  writing  by  the  department  commander,  which 
appears  as  an  indorsement  upon  the  back  of  claimant's  discharge  ce^ 
tificate,  is  dated  January  27, 1865,  and  is  sufficient  to  fulfill  the  require* 
ment  of  the  fourth  article  of  war. 

The  question  is  then,  one  of  fact,  viz,  at  what  date  was  claimant 
released  by  a  competent  officer  from  his  contract  to  serve,  passing  from 
under  the  control  of  his  officers,  and  being  thereby  restored  to  a  civilian's 
status?  Information  of  this  kind  is  peculiarly  within  the  province  of 
the  War  Department  to  furnish ;  but  inasmuch  as  its  later  opinion  is  in 
conflict  with  the  record  that  it  has  already  filed  in  the  case,  you  will 
present  the  facts,  as  herein  set  out,  to  the  War  Department,  with  the 
request  that  it  furnish  a  summary  of  claimant's  service  de  nova,  as 
shown  by  the  records  of  that  Department,  and  more  especially,  that  a 
copy  of  the  record  be  furnished  which  shows  that — 

He  was  fnrloughed  to  await  discharge  on  or  about  Febraary  2,  1865;  that  be  was  dis- 
charged  from  service  Febraary  2,  1865,  on  surgeon's  certificate  of  disability. 

Such  facts  being  wholly  absent  from  the  record  as  it  now  stands,  and 
being  totally  at  variance  with  the  record  as  furnished  by  the  War  Depart- 
ment, the  files  are  herewith  returned  to  you,  and  with  a  return 
thereof,  together  with  the  data  desired  from  the  War  Department,  the 
appeal  will  be  further  considered. 


reimbursement  for  funeral  expenses-act  of  march  8,  1885. 

Susan  Kerr  (mother). 

The  act  of  March  2, 1895,  was  intended  to  govern  the  allowance  and  payment  of  aocrned 
pension  in  all  claims  of  deceased  applicants  adjudicated  sabseqaent  to  September  28, 
1892,  without  regard  to  whether  the  applicant  died  before  or  after  that  date,  and 
applicant  having  had  the  right  to  complete  the  claim  left  pending  by  his  deceased 
mother  upon  her  death  in  September,  1892,  for  the  purpose  of  securing  reimburse- 
ment for  the  expenses  of  her  last  sickness  and  burial,  he  has  the  same  right  under  the 
law  now  in  force. 

Assistant   Secretary   John   M,  Reynolds   to   the    Commissioner    of  Pensions^ 

March  27,  1897. 

A  letter  from  Hon.  E.  F.  Acheson,  dated  January  25,  1897,  request- 
ing a  review  of  the  evidence  in  the  claim  of  Susan  Kerr,  mother  of 
George  Kerr,  late  of  Company  F,  Twenty-eighth  Pennsylvania  In£euitry, 
I  have  concluded  to  treat  as  an  appeal  from  the  action  of  the  Bureau  in 
declining  to  consider  the  claim  for  reimbursement  filed  by  Mr.  8.  K. 
Kerr^  under  the  act  of  March  2, 1S95. 


DECISIONS    RELATING   TO    PENSIONS.  495 

It  appears  from  an  examination  of  the  papers  that  the  claimant  filed  her 
application,  November  8,  1877,  for  pension  as  mother  under  the  general 
law.  That  claim  was  rejected,  August  22,  1883,  on  the  ground  that  she 
was  not  dependent  on  the  soldier  for  support  at  the  time  of  his  death. 
The  claimant  died  October  26,  1883.  Afterwards  some  evidence  was 
filed  touching  the  merits  of  the  claim,  and  about  May,  1888,  a  claim 
for  reimbursement  of  the  expenses  of  the  last  sickness  and  burial  of 
the  claimant  was  filed  by  her  son,  S.  K.  Kerr.  Under  this  claim  other 
evidence  was  filed  with  a  view  to  establishing  the  mother's  claim,  but 
no  final  action  appears  to  have  been  taken  thereon.  At  least  no  report 
is  made  upon  this  evidence.  The  only  report  made  upon  the  appeal  is 
that — 

The  claimant  having  died  in  1883,  no  claim  for  reimbaraementon  aoooant  of  expenses 
of  last  illness  and  funeral  can  be  considered  under  act  of  March  2,  1895.  (Decision  of 
Febmary  15,  1896,  in  case  of  widow  of  Carry  Robinson,  11  U.  S.  C.  Inf.) 

The  decision  referred  to  as  the  basis  of  the  above  ruling  held  that 
under  the  act  of  March  2, 1895,  there  was  no  one  authorized  to  com- 
plete such  a  claim  and  receive  the  accrued  pension,  when  the  applicant 
died  prior  to  September  28,  1892.  That  decision,  however,  has  been 
recalled,  and  a  different  principle  was  enunciated  in  a  decision  rendered 
by  me,  February  5,  1897,  in  the  case  of  the  widow  of  Richard  B.  Brown, 
late  of  Ck)mpany  I,  One  hundred  and  forty-sixth  Illinois  Infantry, 
No.  498,407,  as  foUows: 

The  act  of  March  2,  1895,  was  intended  to  govern  the  allowance  and  payment  of 
accraed  pension  in  all  claims  of  deceased  applicants  adjudicated  subsequent  to  Septem- 
ber 28,  1892,  without  regard  to  whether  the  applicant  died  before  or  after  that  date. 

The  practice  of  the  Pension  Bureau  for  many  years  prior  to  1892,  had 
been  to  pay  accrued  pension  under  the  provisions  of  section  4718, 
Revised  Statutes,  in  case  of  the  death  of  a  pensioner  or  person  entitled 
to  pension  of  any  class,  whether  invalid,  widow,  minor  or  dependent. 
The  departmental  ruling  of  September  28,  1892,  held  that  that  con- 
struction of  the  law  was  erroneous  and  restricted  the  application  of 
section  4718  to  invalid  pensioners  or  applicants.  Subsequently  the  act 
of  March  2,  1895,  was  passed  which  repealed  section  4718,  and  substi- 
tuted therefor  a  new  rule  relative  to  the  payment  of  accrued  pensions, 
to  take  effect  from  September  28,  1892.  The  effect  of  this  obviously 
was  to  nuUify  the  departmental  ruling  of  September  28,  1892.  The  act 
of  March  2, 1895,  may,  in  fact,  be  considered  as  a  legislative  construc- 
tion of  section  4718,  Revised  Statutes,  intended  to  take  the  place  of 
the  departmental  construction  of  September  28,  1892. 

The  case  at  bar  then  stands  thus:  Under  the  law  as  construed  and 
applied  by  your  Bureau  prior  to  September  28,  1892,  Mr.  Kerr  had  a 
right  to  complete  any  claim  for  pension  left  pending  by  his  mother  at 
the  time  of  her  death,  for  the  purpose  of  aecviTvii^  T^xxs^yox^iKax'sss^*  ^^-^ 


496  DECISIONS   RELATING   TO   PENSIONS. 

the  expenses  of  her  last  sickness  and  burial;  and  under  the  law  in  force 
from  and  after  September  28,  1892,  he  has  the.^ame  right.  There  is 
clearly  no  just  ground  upon  which  such  right  can  now  be  denied.  The 
date  of  his  mother's  death  is  immaterial. 

Accordingly,  the  ruling  in  this  case  and  your  refusal  to  entertain  the 
claim  of  S.  K.  Kerr  for  reimbursement  is  overruled.  This  seems  to  be 
the  only  issue  I  am  now  called  upon  to  decide,  in  view  of  the  fact  that 
all  the  evidence  bearing  on  the  merits  of  the  claim  seems  not  to  have 
been  finally  acted  upon.  The  papers  are  accordingly  remanded  for 
further  consideration  and  such  adjudication  as  the  facts  may  warrant 


DKPENDENCE-EVIDENCE-FATHER. 

Joseph  J.  Hicks  (father). 

The  fact  that  a  father,  at  the  date  of  his  son's  death  was  also  in  the  service  of  the  United 
States,  receiving  the  pay  and  allowance  of  a  private  soldier,  does  not  bar  the  allow- 
ance of  pension  upon  the  ground  of  nondependence,  it  being  shown  that  he  was,  by 
reason  of  age  and  disabilities,  placed  in  the  Veteran  Reserve  Corps. 

Assistant    Secretary  John   M.   Reynolds   to    the    Commissioner   of  Pensions, 

April  S,  1897. 

The  son  of  the  claimant  was  Charles  O.  Hicks,  of  Company  B,  Eighth 
Michigan  Cavalry,  and  he  died  while  a  prisoner  of  war  at  Anderson- 
ville,  Ga.,  on  February  8,  1865. 

The  father  enlisted  in  Company  A,  First  Michigan  Light  Artillery, 
February  16,  1863,  and  was  discharged  from  Company  A,  Eighth  Yet* 
eran  Keserve  Corps,  September  2,  1865. 

Claimant's  transfer  to  the  Veteran  Reserve  Corps  was  made  in  Sep- 
tember, 1863,  some  seven  months  after  his  enlistment,  and  his  transfer 
may  be  assumed  to  have  been  due  to  his  disqualifications  for  any  other 
service  by  reason  of  age  and  other  physical  disabilities. 

The  father  at  the  date  of  his  transfer  to  the  Veteran  Reserve  Corpe 
was  nearly  50  years  of  age  and  he  has  a  record  of  treatment  in  hospital, 
prior  to  his  transfer,  for  catarrb,  scrotal  hernia,  bronchitis,  diarrhea,  and 
lumbago. 

I  find  from  a  transcript  of  the  assessment  rolls  of  Allegan  County, 
Mich.,  that  the  claimant  has  not  been  assessed  for  any  property  or  pos- 
sessions whatever  from  1861  to  1889. 

The  mother  of  the  soldier  died  in  June,  1857. 

During  his  absence  in  the  army,  there  remained  at  home  a  daughter 
of  the  claimant,  aged  14  years. 

January  16,  1895,  your  Bureau  rejected  this  claim  on  the  ground  that 
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aimant  was  not  dependent  at  the  date  of  the  son's  death,  lie  (the 
bther)  being  at  that  time  in  the  military  service  and  supported  by  the 
rovernment,  his  wages  being  held  sufficient  for  the  comfortable  support 
f  himself  and  family. 

An  appeal  was  filed  in  this  claim  March  9,  1895,  and  on  the  30th  of 
larch,  1895,  your  action  was  affirmed  on  appeal.  But  at  this  time  I 
id  not  have  the  facts  herein  presented  set  out  before  me.  I,  therefore, 
n  my  own  motion,  reconsider  this  claim  and,  being  convinced  of  the 
ijustice  of  the  former  action,  hereby  cancel  the  same  and  dii*ect  the 
eadjudication  and  allowance  of  the  claim  for  the  following  reasons. 

Suppose  the  father  himself  had  not  been  a  soldier  and  his  physical 
ondition  existed  as  shown ;  that  he  had  no  property  and  an  income  of 
1 3  per  month ,  with  which  to  support  himself  and  family  ?  Your  Bureau 
rould  have,  as  it  has  in  similar  cases,  conceded  title  at  once. 

I  have  held  heretofore  that  it  was  not  so  much  the  fact  of  actual 
^ntributions  but  the  necessity  for  it  which  should  govern  in  the  con- 
Ideration  of  claims  on  behalf  of  dependents. 

Actual  contributions  could  not  be  made,  for  the  son  was  a  prisoner  in 
jidersonville.  The  evidence,  however,  does  show  that,  prior  to  his 
Qtrance  into  the  army,  he  did  materially  contribute  to  the  support  of 
le  claimant  and  that  these  contributions  were  necessary. 

This  would  be  evidenced  by  the  fact  that  the  assessment  rolls  show 
lat  the  claimant  was  possessed  of  no  property  whatever  between  the 
ears  1861  and  1889.  Further,  the  transfer  of  the  claimant  from  active 
ad  laborious  service  to  the  Veteran  Reserve  Corps,  coupled  with  his 
•eatment  in  hospital  for  numerous  and  various  disabilities,  seems  to 
iclicate  conclusively  that  he  was  disqualified  physically  for  even  the 
rdinary  duties  of  a  soldier.  If  claimant  had  not  been  in  the  service  I 
idge  that  these  facts  alone  would  be  sufficient  to  warrant  the  allow- 
nee  of  his  claim.  Nor  do  I  believe  that  the  statement  that  his  wages 
ere  sufficient  for  the  comfortable  support  of  himself  and  family  was 
[>rrect. 

I  believe  no  one  will  deny  that  a  considerable  portion  of  the  $13  per 
lonth,  which  the  soldier  received  in  1863  and  1865,  would  be  necessary 
J  secure  to  him  some  of  the  absolute  necessaries  of  life,  particularly  in 
iew  of  the  fact  in  this  case  that  the  soldier  must  have  been  in  a  dis- 
passing  physical  condition. 

It  must  be  remembered  also  that  at  this  time  prices  were  far  in  excess 
f  what  they  had  been  or  have  been  since.  This  was  not  only  true  as 
o  those  necessities  which  the  soldier  himself  must  purchase  for  his  own 
personal  comfort,  but  it  is  also  true  as  to  the  helpless  member  of  his 
Bimily  left  at  home  without  protection  of  father,  mother,  brother  or 
ister,  and  at  such  a  tender  age  as  to  be  unable  to  contribute  in  any 
aanner  to  her  own  support. 

p.  D. — VOL,  8 32 
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This  soldier  was  not  in  a  position  where  he  could  earn  a  better  sup- 
port, he  could  secure  none  of  the  luxuries  and  a  few  of  what  had  been 
the  usual  necessaries  of  life. 

Although  an  old  man  he  voluntarily  submitted  to  the  hardships  of  a 
soldier's  life,  taking  his  only  son  along  with  him  in  his  zeal  for  the 
defense  of  his  country,  leaving  at  home  alone  a  daughter  of  tender  age, 
deprived  of  his  counsel,  his  protection,  and  his  support. 

I  should  be  loth  to  hold  that  such  patriotic  and  self-sacrificing  con- 
duct did  not  call  forth  an  obligation  on  the  part  of  the  Government  to 
show  equal  generosity  in  dealing  with  him  and  his  family  whose  sup- 
port and  protection  he  abandoned  for  what  he  considered  a  greater 
duty — the  defence  of  his  country — or  that  the  meager  pay  of  an  old 
and  decrepit  veteran  soldier  should  operate  to  deny  him  a  pension. 


increase— act  of  january  6,  1898. 
Redney  F.  McDonald. 

1.  ''  Manaal  labor,"  in  the  pension  law  does  not  mean  labor  with  the  bands  merely,  bat 

labor  performed  with  bodily  exertion  or  muscular  effort. 

2.  Claimant  is  74  years  old,  6  feet  2  inches  in  height  and  weighs  190  ponnds.     He  has » 

hernia  (retiiined  by  a  truss)  and  varicose  veins  on  right  leg,  bat  is  otherwise  Bound. 
He  has  been  for  a  number  of  years  able  to  perform  the  duties  of  county  surveyor  of 
Hall  Couuty,  Ga.,  the  fees  having  averaged  not  over  $50  per  year.     He  owns  no 
property. 
Heldy  That  he  is  not  entitled  to  increase  under  act  of  January  5,  1893. 

Asmtant    Secretary   John    M.    Reynolds   to    the    Commissioner    of  Pensioru, 

April  6,  1895. 

The  claimant  in  this  case  is  a  pensioner  under  the  act  of  January  29, 
1887,  at  the  rate  of  $8  per  month,  on  account  of  service  in  the  war  with 
Mexico.  He  claims  increase  under  the  act  of  January  5,  1893.  His 
claim  has  been  rejected  on  the  ground  that  he  is  not  wholly  disabled  for 
manual  labor.  He  is  dissatisfied  with  that  action  and  his  communica- 
tion to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  dated  October  16,  1894,  has  been 
treated  as  an  appeal. 

It  appears  from  the  certificate  of  a  medical  examination  made  June 
7,  1893,  that  claimant  has  varicose  veins  in  the  popliteal  space  of  right 
l(»g;  also  a  complete  inguinal  hernia  on  the  right  side.  He  is  6  feet  2 
inches  in  height,  weighed  190  pounds  at  the  date  of  his  examination, 
and  was  73  years  old.     The  board  says : 

Do  not  believe  him  unable  to  do  some  manual  labor,  but,  on  account  of  disease  ao^ 
old  fl^e  he  is  almost  incompetent  to  \8kV>oi.    T>o  \\o\,\>q:\\!^\«ssv  «&:\^  V^  vi\aJkft  a  living  bj 
inannal  labor. 
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In  order  to  entitle  him  to  the  increase  claimed  two  conditions  must 
»e  shown  to  co-exist. 

1.  That  he  is  wholly  disabled  for  manual  labor;  and 

2.  That  he  is  in  such  destitute  circumstances  that  $8  per  month  are 
usufficieut  to  provide  him  the  necessaries  of  life. 

It  appears  from  the  evidence  that  he  is  and  has  been,  for  a  number 
f  years,  county  surveyor  of  Hall  County,  Ga.  There  is  no  salary 
ttached  to  this  office  and  the  fees  are  said  to  be  meager.  Claimant 
bates,  under  oath,  that  they  have  not  averaged  $50  per  year.  Three 
witnesses  swear  that  the  amount  he  receives  annually  as  county  sur- 
eyor  is  not  sufficient  to  materially  assist  him  and  that  he  has  no  other 
ource  of  income — except  his  pension.  He  owns  no  property,  either 
eal  or  personal. 

In  a  letter  addressed  to  him  on  October  16,  1894,  the  Department 
aid: 

While  it  is  apparent  from  your  age  and  diaabilitiee  that  the  extent  of  yoar  ability  to 
eTforni  manual  labor  is  greatly  impaired  and  limited,  yet  the  evidence  shows,  by  your 
wn  concessions,  tliat  you  are  able  to  and  sometimes  do  perform  the  labor  incident  to 
oar  profession  as  a  surveyor.     Upon  this  ground  alone  your  claim  stands  rejected. 

Since  that  letter  was  written  he  has  filed  testimony  from  persons  who 
lave  at  times  employed  him  to  do  surveying  and  who  say  that  on  such 
icca^sions  they  carried  and  set  his  compass  for  him  in  order  to  save  him 
rom  fatigue;  also  that  he  declined  to  be  a  candidate  for  reelection  to  the 
►fl&ce  of  county  surveyor,  but  the  people  elected  him  because  they  had 
lonfidence  in  him  as  an  accurate  surveyor,  although  they  knew  that  on 
KKK)unt  of  his  disabilities  he  would  have  to  be  assisted  in  the  manual 
abor  incident  to  the  position. 

The  claimant  contends  that  surveying  is  not  "manual  labor''  within 
he  meaning  of  the  law,  but  is  chiefly  mental,  the  only  physical  exer- 
ion  required  for  its  practice  being  that  which  is  necessary  in  walking. 

No  accurate  definition  of  "manual  labor"  as  contemplated  by  the 
>eiision  laws  has  ever  been  given,  and  it  is,  probably,  not  practicable  to 
five  a  definition  that  will  fit  every  case.  The  claimant  quotes  from  the 
>>lumbia  Cyclopedia  as  follows: 

Manual  labor — physical  employment  with  the  hands  as  distinguished  from  mental  or 
irofesBional  labor. 

And  says  he  is  at  a  loss  to  understand  by  what  reasoning  the  Depart- 
nent  can  arrive  at  the  conclusion  that  manual  labor  includes  the  labor 
)f  the  muscles  of  the  body  and  legs  and  feet. 

If  manual  labor  means  only  labor  performed  with  the  hands  then  a 
nan  who  is  totally  paralyzed  in  both  legs,  the  ability  to  use  his  hands 
•emaining  unimpaired,  is  not  at  all  incapacited  for  the  performance  of 
manual  labor.    Such  a  construction  of  the  \avf  wo\vV^  T£l'a»\3^i^'i^S^'^  \i<^ 
ibsurd.     The  word  ^^ manual  *'  is  not  to  be  takeum  \\&«i\.x:\cX»  ^Vjxas^^^- 
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cal  sense.  Manual  labor  means  labor  performed  with  bodily  exertion 
or  muscular  effort  and  may  be  done  by  the  back  or  legs  and  feet  as  veil 
as  the  hands. 

In  regard  to  the  claim  that  surveying  is  mental  and  not  physical 
labor  it  is  to  be  said  that  all  valuable  labor  involves  the  exertion  of 
both  physical  and  mental  powers.  The  muscular  force  employed  in 
shoemaking,  upholstering,  painting,  and  similar  occupations,  is  but 
slight.  The  chief  value-giviug  element  is  the  knowledge  which  directs 
that  force.     Yet  these  are  all  forms  of  manual  labor. 

The  business  of  surveying  requires  the  exercise  of  special  knowledge 
and  some  mental  labor  but  it  also  requires  considerable  physical  exer- 
tion. The  very  fact  that  a  man  is  able  to  do  the  necessary  walking 
and  to  get  over  or  through  the  obstacles  which  are  generally  found  in 
localities  where  such  work  has  to  be  done  argues  the  possession  of 
physical  powers  sufficient  for  the  performance  of  some  manual  labor; 
just  as  the  fact  that  a  man  is  accustomed  to  go  hunting  would  argue 
the  possession  of  such  powers,  although  hunting  is  accounted  sport  and 
not  labor. 

The  essential  question,  however,  is  not  whether  the  claimant  actually 
performs  manual  labor  but  whether  he  is  able  to  perform  it.  A  board 
of  surgeons  who  have  examined  him  say  that  in  their  opinion  he  can 
do  some  manual  labor.  He  appears  to  be  a  man  of  unusally  fine 
physique  and  the  report  of  the  examining  surgeons  indicates  that  he  i!< 
well  preserved  for  a  man  of  his  years.  His  letters  show  no  signs  of 
mental  impairment.     The  writing  is  entirely  free  from  tremulousnesi'. 

After  careful  consideration  the  Department  is  forced  to  conclude  that 
he  is  not  **  wholly  disabled  for  manual  labor''  within  the  meaning  of  the 
act  of  January  5,  1893,  and  is  therefore  not  entitled  to  the  increase 
sought.  ' 

It  is  doubtful  whether  he  fulfills  the  second  essential  to  give  him  title  I 
to  such  increase.  The  evidence  does  not  clearly  show  that  the  j>ension 
he  now  receives  in  connection  with  what  he  earns,  is  insufficient  to  pro- 
vide him  the  necessaries  of  life.  If  his  income  from  all  sources  is  not  I 
sufficient  for  this  purpose  it  should  be  shown  how  such  necessaries  are  I 
procured.  < 

The  action  from  which  the  appeal  is  taken  is  affirmed.  I 


army  nuuses-seuvice. 
Marcia  Miles. 


The  act  of  August  5,  1892,  bestows  a  pensionable  status,  as  far  as  service  is  oonoerced, 
upon  those  ' '  women  who  rendered  actual  service  as  nurses,  in  attendance  apoo  the 
sick  or  wounded,  in  any  Teg;>mciita\,  "^^o&t,  cauxi^^  w  %iit\^^T«\  \tf^^\\»iL  k^I  \!bw<^«cmiflB 
ot  the  United  States  tor  a  pcxiod  o^  ^\^  moxAJiaa;^  ^wtArA.  %xv^^  ^^nsAsc.  ^«^^ 
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employed  by  the  Sai^geon-General  of  the  United  States,  and  failing  to  show  employ- 
ment by  said  Surgeon-General  they  mnst  show  employment  by  ''authority  which  is 
recognized  by  the  War  Department. '^ 

Amstant    Secretary  John   M,  Reynolds    to    ike    Commissioner  of   Pensions, 

April  10,  1897, 

On  September  23,  1892,  claimant  filed  her  declaration  under  the  act 
of  August  5,  1892,  which  was  rejected  March  7,  1894,  on  the  ground 
that  she  did  not  serve  six  months  under  authority  recognized  by  the 
War  Department.  An  appeal  was  filed  November  21,  1896,  alleging 
that  rejection  was  contrary  to  law. 

The  evidence  shows  that  claimant  served  as  nurse  in  the  general 

hospital  at  Paducah,  Ky.,  from  November  20,  1862,  to  March  27,  1863, 

a  period  of  time  covering  4J^  months,  and  the  War  Department  states 

that  her  hiring  for  such  period  was  by  authority  which  is  recognized 

by  the  War  Department.     The  evidence  further  shows  that  claimant 

rendered  service  as  nurse  in  the  regimental  hospital  of  the  Eleventh 

Illinois  Infantry,  and  such  service,  if  legal,  would  be  ample  to  bring 

her  within  the  six  months  time  limitation  of  the  statute;  she  also  alleges 

an   honorable    discharge.     The   War  Department,   however,   declines 

to  recognize  that  she  was  hired  by  proper  authority  save  during  that 

period  of  time  between  November  20,  1862,  and  March  27,  1863.     The 

question  at  issue  is  as  to  the  construction  of  the  act  of  August  5,  1892. 

The  act  is  as  follows : 

Be  it  enacted^  etc..  That  all  women  employed  by  the  Surgeon-General  of  the  Army  as 
nnrses,  trnder  contract  or  otherwise,  during  the  late  war  of  the  rebellion,  or  who  were 
employed  as  nurses  during  such  period  by  authority  which  is  recognized  by  the  War 
Department,  and  who  rendered  actual  service  as  nurses  in  attendance  upon  the  sick  or 
wounded  in  any  regimental,  post,  camp,  or  general  hospital  of  the  armies  of  the  United 
Stiites  for  a  period  of  six  months  or  more,  and  who  were  honorably  relieved  from  such 
service,  and  who  are  now  or  may  hereafter  be  una})le  to  earn  a  supiwrfc,  shall,  upon 
making  due  pro  >f  of  the  fact  according  to  such  rnles  and  regulations  as  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  may  provide,  be  placed  upon  the  list  of  pensioners  of  the  United  States  and 
be  entitled  to  receive  a  pension  of  twelve  dollars  per  month,  and  such  pension  shall  com- 
mence from  the  date  of  the  filing  of  the  application  in  the  Pension  Office  after  the  pas- 
sage of  this  act:  Provided,  That  no  person  shall  receive  more  than  one  pension  for  the 
same  x)eriod. 

It  is  conceded  that,  apart  from  her  service  at  Paducah,  Ky.,  her  serv- 
ice was  not  rendered  under  authority  which  is  recognized  by  the  AVar 
Department.  Her  claim  must  then  fail  unless  some  other  provision  of 
the  act  brings  her  within  its  purview. 

It  is  stoutly  contended  that  the  act  recognizes  service  ^'  in  any  regi- 
mental, post,  camp,  or  general  hospital."  This  contention  is  true,  but 
it  is  subject,  by  the  express  terms  of  the  act,  to  two  limitations.  There 
are  two  conditions  precedent  set  out  in  the  first  five  lines  of  the  act, 
without  which  no  woman  nurse  has  a  pensionable  status,  and  the  con- 


502  DECISIONS    RELATING    TO    PENSIONS. 

ditions  precedent  are  in  the  alternative.     Either  the  hiring  must  have 
been  by  the  Surgeon-General  of  the  Army,  or  also  it  must  have  been  by 
authority  which  is  recognized  by  the  War  Department.     In  the  within     ' 
case  claimant  practically  admits,  and  the  record  conclusively  showe.     * 
that  neither  of  the  conditions  precedent  are  shown.     How  then  can    i 
claimant  be  accorded  a  pensionable  status  ? 

Anticipating  this  conclusion  it  is  argued  by  the  appellant  that  the  War 
Department  will  never,  in  any  case,  recognize  as  lawful  the  service  in  a 
regimental,  camp,  or  post  hospital  of  a  nurse,  and  this  contention  is  par-    | 
tially  borne  out  by- the  fact  that  the  AVar  Department  refuses  to  recog- 
nize  the   authority  under  which   claimant's  subsequent   service  was    ! 
performed  by  reason  of  General  Order  No.  31,  War  Department,  Adju-     I 
tant-General's  Office,  dated  June  9,  1861,  which  directed  that  *'  women     i 
nurses  will  not  reside  in  the  camps  nor  accompany  regiments  on  their 
march."     Appellant  argues  still  further,  that  under  this  holding  by  the 
War  Department  the  true  intent  of  the  statute  is  thwarted,  and  that  if    j 
said  holding  is  adhered  to  no  nurse  in  any  regimental,  post  or  camp    } 
hospital  has  a  pensionable  status,  which  holding  negatives  the  real  mean- 
ing of  the  act.     I  can  not  subscribe  wholly  to  this  argument  which  is 
true  only  in  a  limited  degree.     If  the  hiring  to  do  service  in  a  regi- 
mental, post,  or  camp  hospital  was  by  the  Surgeon-General,  then  claim- 
ant's argument  fails,  for  in  such  cases  the  War  Department  is  not  called 
upon  to  state  whether  or  not  they  recognize  such  authority.     Tlie  law 
recognizes  it  and  that  is  all  the  act  requires. 

At  this  point  however,  a  seemingly  serious  difficulty  arises,  for  it  is 
found,  by  reason  of  correspondence  with  the  AVar  Department,  which 
correspondence  is  now  in  the  files  herein,  that  the  Surgeon-General  of 
the  Army  holds  himself  bound  under  General  Order  No.  31,  as  well  as 
under  the  act  of  August  5,  1861,  section  6,  to  rule  that  the  Surgeon- 
General  has  no  power  to  hire  women  nurses  to  serve  in  other  than  in    I 
*^  general  or  permanent  hospitals,"  which  are  the  words  used  in  the  laijt    i 
mentioned  act.     The  AVar  Department  by  the  Surgeon-General  ha«  vir- 
tually held  in  this  case  that  the  reginient^il  hospital  of  the  Eleventh 
Illinois  Infantry,  in  which  claimant  rendered  subsequent  service  wjis    i 
not  a  general  or  permanent  hospital.     To  what  extent  the  War  Depart-    . 
ment  would  hold  as  to  other  **  regimental,  post,  or  camp  hospitals"  is    I 
not  known,  neither  is  it  pertinent  to  the  issue  herein.     Probably  no    j 
definite  rule  could  be  laid  down  to  cover  every  case,  but  I  conceive  it 
probable,  although  this  statement  must  be  considered  as  obiter  dicta, 
that  many  of  such  hospitals  might  be  deemed  to  be  ** permanent''  within 
the  meaning  of  the  terms  of  the  act  of  August  5,  1892.  . 

In  this  connection  I  desire  to  emphasize  the  fact,  that  even  if  the 
War  Dc^partment  should  hold  that  a  hiring  by  the  Surgeon-General  to 
serve  in  a  "  regimental,  post,  or  camp  hospital  "  was  illegal,  this  wonld 
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Qot  cut  off  the  pensionable  status  of  one  who  was  so  hired  and  served. 
The  law  does  not  make  it  incumbent  upon  this  Department  to  be  bound 
by  the  holding  of  the  Surgeon-General  as  to  whether  or  not  the  hiring 
by  him  was  legal.  It  simply  makes  it  necessary  that  it  be  shown  that 
the  hiring  for  service  in  any  "  regimental,  post,  camp,  or  general  hos- 
pital," was  by  the  Surgeon-General  of  the  Army.  It  may  have  been 
illegal,  but  such  fact  will  not  cut  off  the  pensionable  status,  for  the  ques- 
tion as  to  whether  or  not  the  hiring  by  the  Surgeon-General  was  legal 
does  not  enter  into  the  case  and  is  totally  foreign  to  the  issue.  The 
only  question  in  such  a  case  is,  did  the  Surgeon-General  hire  her?  This 
lieing  established  in  the  affirmative  a  pensionable  status  is  given  by  the 
act  of  August  5,  1892,  entirely  independent  of  the  fact  that  such  hiring 
was  illejral.  When,  however,  the  hiring  is  not  by  the  Surgeon-General, 
then  this  Department  is  bound  under  the  said  act  by  the  answer  of  the 
War  Department  as  to  whether  the  hiring  was  by  authority  which  is 
recognized  by  it,  and  this  Department  can  not  question  the  facts  or  the 
constructions  of  the  laws  by  which  the  War  Department  arrives  at  its 
conclusions.  It  is  clearly  shown  that  claimant's  service  was  not  ren- 
dered by  reason  of  a  hiring  by  the  Surgeon-General  of  the  Army  nor 
by  authority  recognized  by  the  War  Department. 

Ajb  to  the  issue  raised  by  appellant  that  such  a  holding  as  the  within 
renders  nugatory  a  certain  portion  of  the  act  of  August  5,  1892,  it  may 
be  stated  that  the  law  must  be  construed  in  a  legal  manner,  even  if  it 
results  in  apparent  hardship  to  a  number  of  claimants.  If  the  lan- 
guage of  the  act  of  August  6,  1892,  is  ambiguous,  which  I  do  not  believe 
to  be  the  fact,  its  terms,  being  a  public  grant,  must  operate  in  favor  of 
the  Government.  (Richmond  R.  R.  Co.  v,  Louisa  R.  R.  Co.,  13  How., 
81),  and  whatever  is  not  unequivocally  granted  must  be  taken  to  be 
withheld.  (Holyoke  Co.  v.  Lyman,  15  Wall.,  600.)  W'hen  the  mean- 
ing of  a  statute  is  clear  and  its  provisions  are  susceptible  of  but  one 
interpretation  it  is  the  law,  and  its  consequences  must  be  avoided  by 
the  legislative  power  and  not  by  means  of  judicial  construction.  (Suth. 
Stat.  Constr.,  sec.  238,  and  Arthur  v.  Morrison,  96  U.  S.,  108.)  The 
meaning  of  the  statute  is  to  my  mind  clear  and  explicit,  granting  a 
pensionable  status  to  those  women  "  who  rendered  actual  service  as 
nurses  in  attendance  upon  the  sick  or  wounded  in  any  regimental,  po.st, 
camp,  ox  general  hospital  of  the  armies  of  the  United  States  for  a  period 
of  six  months  "  provided  such  women  were  hired  by  the  Surgeon-General 
of  the  United  States,  and  that  failing  to  be  employed  by  said  Surgeon- 
General  they  must  have  been  employed  by  "  authority  which  is  recog- 
nized by  the  War  Department."  The  only  recourse  open  to  that  class 
of  loyal  women  to  which  claimant  belongs,  so  long  as  the  War  Depart- 
ment refuses  to  recognize  the  authority  which  employed  them,  is  to 
Congress ;  and  I  may  add  that  the  attention  of  that  body  was  called  to 
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the  Bubject  under  discussion  in  my  report  to  the  Secretary,  which  is 
embodied  in  the  last  report  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  the 
President. 

The  action  appealed  from  is  affirmed. 


marriage  and  divorce— act  june  87,  1880. 

Anna  Koch  (widow). 

1.  Claimant  and  soldier  lived  together  and  cohabited  as  husband  and  wife,  and  were 

known  and  recognized  among  their  friends  and  neighbors  as  such  from  1880  to  sol- 
dier's death  in  1895,  but  no  marriage  ceremony  was  performed  until  1894. 

2.  It  is  held  that  under  the  laws  of  Wisconsin,  where  the  parties  resided  dnring  the 

period  mentioned,  a  valid  common-law  marriage  existed  between  the  parties,  and 
that  the  ceremonial  marriage  in  1894  neither  added  to  nor  detracted  from  the  valid- 
ity of  such  previous  marriage,  and  claimant  is  pensionable  as  soldier's  widow  under 
the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

Assistant   Secretary    John   M,   Reynolds   to   ike    Commissioner  of  Pensiom, 

April  U,  1897. 

The  soldier,  John  A.  Koch,  Company  B,  Fifty-second  New  York  Vol- 
unteer Infantry,  was  in  receipt  of  pension  granted  under  the  general 
law  at  $24  per  month,  Certificate  No.  84,628,  for  complete  hernia  of  both 
sides  and  gunshot  wound  of  right  leg,  when  he  died  March  22,  1895, 
and  the  accrued  pension  was  paid  claimant  as  his  widow. 

The  widow  filed  declaration  March  30,  1896,  for  pension  under  the 
act  of  June  27,  1890,  which  claim  was  rejected  November  24,  1896, 
because  of  no  title,  claimant  having  married  soldier  after  the  passage  of 
the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

On  December  30,  1896,  communication  was  received  from  Mr.  Alex. 
Sellman,  attorney  of  date,  National  Home,  Milwaukee,  Wis.,  December 
19,  1896,  appealing  from  the  action  of  your  Bureau,  presumably,  upon 
the  rejection  of  the  claim  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  contending 
in  effect  that,  although  claimant  was  married  to  the  soldier  by  ceremoDy 
after  date  of  approval  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  there  had  previously 
existed  for  many  years  a  common-law  marriage  between  the  parties,  of 
blameless  and  irreproachable  character,  and  that  this  was  established 
by  the  proof. 

This  appeal  raises  the  question  of  whether  a  valid  common-law  mar- 
riage existed  between  the  soldier  and  cLaimant  prior  to  the  ceremonial 
marriage  of  1894,  and  if  so,  whether  such  common-law  marriage  eou- 
ferred  title  under  said  act. 

The  facts,  concerning  which  there  is  no  dispute,  may  be  briefly  sum- 
marized as  follows : 
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Claimant  and  the  soldier  first  commenced  cohabitation  in  New  York 
Jity  in  1863,  and  were  there  recognized  as  husband  and  wife.  It 
ppears  however  that,  at  the  inception  of  cohabitation,  she  was  aware 
he  soldier  had  a  wife  living  in  Germany  from  whom  he  was  undivorced, 
ut  the  soldier  persuaded  her  that  no  trouble  would  arise  therefrom,  as 
e  had  arranged  that  the  wife  would  never  come  from  Germany  to  this 
ountry.  This  wife,  however,  obtained  a  divorce  from  the  soldier  Jan- 
ary  5,  1867,  by  decree  of  the  royal  court  in  Germany,  so  that  this 
mpediment  was  thereby  removed.  Upon  learning  of  the  divorce  while 
t  New  York  City,  claimant  and  relatives  of  the  parties  frequently 
mportuned  the  soldier  for  a  ceremonial  marriage,  which  he  refused  or 
eferred,  saying  there  was  plenty  of  time  yet  to  get  married. 

After  two  years  cohabitation  in  New  York  claimant  left  the  soldier 
ecause  of  his  cruel  treatment,  but  returned  to  him  after  six  weeks  sep- 
ration.  The  soldier  left  New  York  in  August,  1872,  and  was  admitted 
0  the  Soldier^s  Home  at  Milwaukee,  Wis.,  where  he  remained  mainly 
n  yearly  furlough  until  discharged  at  his  own  request  in  1893.  In 
uly,  1874,  at  the  soldier's  solicitation,  claimant  left  New  York,  joined 
dm  at  Milwaukee,  and  resumed  cohabitation  as  his  wife.  In  1877, 
laimant  left  the  soldier  and  returned  to  New  York,  because  of  the 
oldier's  refusal  to  consent  to  a  ceremonial  marriage,  but  in  1880,  at 
he  soldier's  request  and  the  urgency  of  relatives,  she  again  returned 
o  Milwaukee.  The  parties  then  reresumed  their  coliabitation  as  hus- 
band and  wife,  which  thenceforward  continued  without  interrupticm 
►f  any  kind,  the  soldier  introducing  and  iicknowledging  claimant  as  his 
irife,  and  claimant  being  recognized  as  such  by  the  community  in  which 
hey  lived  throughout  the  entire  period  from  1880  to  July,  1894,  the 
late  of  the  ceremonial  marriage.  From  1880,  the  date  of  the  reresump- 
ion  of  cohabitation,  the  soldier  repeatedly  promised  to  marry  claimant 
^y  ceremony  which,  from  time  to  time,  was  deferred  until  July,  1894, 
irhen  the  soldier  fulfilled  his  promise  and  a  ceremonial  marriage  was 
performed  between  the  parties. 

The  statute  of  the  State  of  New  York,  where  the  parties  resided  at 
Qception  of  their  cohabitation,  provides  that  where  a  man  and  woman 
laving  the  right  to  contract  marriage,  live  together  as  husband  and 
rife  and  are  known  to  society  as  such,  their  relations  is  as  binding  on 
ach  other  as  though  a  ceremony  had  been  performed.  It  necessarily 
ollows  that,  as  the  parties  had  no  right  to  contract  marriage  because 
>f  the  known  impediment  then  existing,  although  they  lived  together 
,s  husband  and  wife  and  were  known  to  society  as  such,  there  could 
lave  been  no  valid  common-law  marriage  under  the  laws  of  that  State, 
luring  the  period  they  lived  there.  While  living  together  continuously 
,H  husband  and  wife  at  Milwaukee,  Wis.,  from  1880,  to  date  of  soldier's 
leath  in  1895,  the  parties  did  have  the  right  to  contract  marria^<a 
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because  of  the  removal  of  the  impediment  existing  prior  to  1867,  the 
date  of  the  decree  of  the  divorce  obtained  by  the  wife  in  Germany. 
The  question  is  therefore  presented  whether  the  cohabitation  between 
the  parties  from  1880,  thenceforward  constituted  a  valid  common  law 
marriage  under  the  laws  of  the  State  of  AVisconsin.  If  it  did  constitute 
a  valid  common  law  marriage  under  the  laws  of  that  State,  the  cere- 
monial marriage  neither  added  to  nor  detracted  from  that  validity. 

This  principle  was  judicially  determined  in  the  case  of  the  United 
States  V,  White  et  al.,  United  States  District  Court,  Western  District  of 
Missouri,  cited  in  Pierson's  Precedents  Applicable  to  Suits,  Civil  and 
Criminal,  Growing  out  of  or  Incidental  to  the  Administration  of  the 
Pension  and  Bounty  Laud  Laws,  page  91.  It  was  contended  in  this 
case  that  a  ceremonial  marriage  was  conclusive  evidence  that  any  pre- 
viously existing  relation  between  the  parties  was  not  a  marriage.  The 
court  held  that  common  law  marriage  being  good  in  Missouri,  the  same 
was  known  to  have  existed  since  1877,  without  reference  to  the  cere- 
monial marriage  in  1888. 

The  statutes  of  the  State  of  Wisconsin  relating  to  marriage  provide 
as  follows : 

Marriage,  so  far  as  its  validity  is  eonoerned,  is  a  civil  contract,  to  which  the  cousent 
of  the  parties  capable  iu  law  of  contracting  is  essential.  Every  male  person  who  sliall 
have  attained  the  full  age  of  18  years  and  every  female  who  shall  have  attained  the  fall 
age  of  15  years,  shall  be  callable  in  law  of  contracting  marriage,  if  otherwise  oompelent 
No  marriage  shaU  be  contracted  while  either  of  the  parties  has  a  husband  or  wife  liTing. 
nor  between  parties  who  are  nearer  of  kin  than  first  cousins,  computing  by  the  rule  of 
the  civil  law,  whether  of  the  half  or  of  the  whole  blood,  and  no  insane  person  or  idici 
shall  be  callable  of  contracting  marriages. 

Common  law  marriages  are  therefore  valid  under  the  laws  of  Wiscon- 
sin, subject,  necessarily  to  the  inhibitory  provisions  of  the  statute.  It 
would  appear  from  the  evidence  that  these  inhibitions  have  no  applica- 
tion in  the  case  at  bar,  unless  it  be  in  the  essential  of  consent  of  the  ! 
parties,  and  the  question  is  therefore  presented  whether,  under  the  j 
evidence  submitted,  the  cohabitation  between  the  soldier  and  claimant  ', 
implies  or  warrants  such  consent. 

The  general  rule  of  law  touching  common  law  marriages  is  as  follows:    1 

AVhen  a  marriage  is  proved  by  the  fact  that  the  parties  lived  together  and  were     I 
reported  to  be  husband  and  wife.it  is  said  to  be  proved  by  cohabitation  and  repute.    Tbe 
fact  tliat  parties  have  publicly  acknowledged  each  other  as  husband  and  wife,  have     I 
assumed  marriage  rights,  duties  and  obligations,  have  been  generally  reputed  in  tbe 
place  of  their  residence  to  be  husband  and  wife,  are  relevant  to  prove  a  contract  of  mar- 
riage between  them  and,  consequently,  in  cases  where  no  celebration  is  necessary, a 
valid  marriage.     Where  parties  live  together  ostensibly  as  man  and  wife,  demeaoiog     ) 
themselves  towards  each  other  as  such,  and  are  received  in  society  and  treated  by  their     > 
friends  and  relations  as  having  and  being  entitled  to  that  btiitus,  the  law  will,  in  fovor 
of  morality  and  decency,  presume  they  have  been  legally  married.     Such  presumption 
is  generally  rebutted  by  showing  that  the  parties  intended  their  connection  tt)  Ix'  illicit.     I 
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or  that  there  was  an  impediment  to  their  marriage.  If,  when  the  connection  hegan,  it 
was  intended  to  be  Illicit,  the  intention  is  presumed  to  con tinne  unless  evidence  is  pro- 
diK^eil  (it  may  be  slight)  of  a  change  of  mind.  If,  when  the  connection  begau,  the 
parties  desired  or  intended  marriage,  but  an  impediment  existed,  and  this  desire  or 
intention  is  shown  to  have  continued  after  the  impediment  was  removed,  and,  if  at  such 
later  time,  the  parties  cohabited,  even  temporaril}',  in  a  place  where  marriage  without 
celebiation  is  valid,  their  marriage  is  proved.  (American  and  English  Encyclopaxlie  of 
Law,  Vol.  14,  p.  527). 

The  fact  that  the  soldier,  while  living  in  AVisconsin  without  impedi- 
ment, temporized  and  avoided  the  importunities  of  claimant  and  others 
to  marry  claimant  by  ceremony  and  to  fulfill  his  promise,  in  that  regard, 
ought  not,  in  justice  and  reason,  be  held  as  implying  or  determining 
that  his  relations  with  her  were  without  his  consent  and  hence  illicit. 
On  the  contrary,  the  fact  that  he  finally  did  marry  claimant  by  cere- 
mony and  fulfilled  his  promise  in  that  regard,  shows  that  his  continuous 
prior  cohabitation  with  claimant  and  claimant's  cohabitation  with  him 
in  the  State  of  Wisconsin  from  1880  to  his  death  in  1895,  a  period  of 
fifteen  years,  was  with  mutual  consent,  and  the  soldier  verified  the  same 
by  presenting  claimant  as  his  wife  and  acknowledging  her  as  such  dur- 
ing that  entire  period. 

In  the  leading  case  of  Williams  v,  Williams  (46  Wisconsin,  464)  the 
supreme  court  of  that  State  held: 

A  cohabitation  illicit  in  its  origin  is  presumed  to  have  continued  to  be  of  that  charac- 
ter unless  a  subsequent  actual  contract  of  marriage  is  proved,  and  while  such  proof  (in 
an  action  to  establish  a  right  to  dower)  may  be  by  circumstances,  these  may  be  such  as  to 
exclude  the  inference  or  presumption  that  the  former  relation  continued,  and  satisfac- 
torily show  that  it  had  been  changed  into  actual  matrimony  by  mutual  consent. 

In  delivering  the  opinion  the  court  said : 

The  general  rule  of  law  upon  the  question  of  proof  of  marriage  by  proof  of  cohabita- 
tion, conduct,  and  declaration  of  the  parties  is  stated  by  a  learned  judge  as  follows: 

**The  general  and  ordinary  presumption  of  the  law  is  in  favor  of  innocence  in  ques- 
tions of  marriugtf  and  of  legetimacy  where  children  are  concerned.  Cohabitation  is 
presamed  to  be  lawful  until  the  contraiy  appears.  Where,  however,  the  connection 
between  the  parties  is  shown  to  have  had  an  illicit  origin  and  to  be  criminal  in  its 
nature  the  law  raises  no  presumption  of  marriage.  {'2d  Kent,  87 ;  Jackson  t\  Claw,  18 
Johns,  34G;  2d  Grcenleaf  on  Evidence;  Pliysick's  Estate,  4  Am.  Law  Keg.  U.  S.,  418). 
The  presumption  against  marriage,  where  the  conneclion  between  the  parties  is  shown 
to  have  been  illicit  in  origin,  may,  however,  be  oveicome  by  proofs  showing  that  the 
original  connection  has  changed  in  its  chara<'tcr,  and  a  subsequent  marriage  may  be 
established  by  circumstances  without  actual  proof  of  a  marriage  in  fact." 

The  cases  cited  by  the  learned  counsel  for  the  respondent,  on  their  briefs  in  this  case, 
fully  establish  this  point.  The  following  cases  also  illustrate  the  same  subject:  8tarr 
et  al.  V.  Peck,  1  Hill,  270;  Clayton  v.  Wardell,  4  N.  Y.,  230;  Caujolle  r.  Ferrie,  23 
N.  Y.,  90;  De  Gara  v.  Grenlake,  3S  N.  Y.,  290;  Foster  v.  Hawley,  H  Hun,  OR 

The  rule  laid  down  in  the  last  case  cited  is  stated  as  follows:  ''  A  cohabitation  illicit 
in  its  origin  is  presumed  to  be  of  that  charact<,*r  unless  the  contrary  be  proved  and  can 
not  be  transformed  into  matrimony  by  evidence  which  falls  short.  Such  contract  may 
be  proved  by  circumstances,  but  they  must  be  such  as  to  exclude  the  inference  or  pre- 
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sumption  that  the  former  relation  continued,  and  satisfactorily  prove  that  it  has  been 
changed  into  that  of  matrimony  by  mataal  consent.'* 

We  are  inclined  to  hold  the  role  as  above  stated  to  be  the  proper  rule  when  applied       \ 
to  a  case  like  the  one  at  bar.  t 

In  the  case  of  Jewell  v.  Jewell  (1  Howard,  U.  8.,  219),  the  court  being     ', 
equally  divided  on  the  judgment,  said: 

And  that  if  the  contract  be  made  per  verba  de  prsesenti,  and  remains  without  cobal)- 
itation,  or  if  made  i>er  verba  de  futuro,  it  amounts  to  a  valid  marriage  and  which,  the      i 
I>arties  being  competent  as  to  age  and  consent,  can  not  dissolve;  and  that  it  is  equally 
binding  as  if  made  in  facie  ecclesiae  upon  the  point  thus  decided. 

In  Meister  v,  Moore  (96  U.  S.)  the  Supreme  Court  held  that  a  mar- 
riage by  contract  per  verba  de  prsesenti  constitutes  a  marriage  at 
common  law.  See  also  cases  Van  Tuyl  i'.  Van  Tuyl  (57  Barb.  233); 
Pearson  V.  Howey  (6  Halstead,  15);  Hantz  v,  Sealey  (6  Binn.,  405); 
Dumaresley  v.  State  (12  Ohio  S.  R.,  558),  McCord  Stats.,  357  ;  Graham  r. 
Bennett  (2  Cal.,  503)  ;  Hutchins  v.  Kimrael  (31  Mich.,  126)  ;  Dyerr. 
Bannock  (66  Miss.,  391);  Dickerson  v.  Brown  (49  Miss.,  357);  Stater. 
Worthingham  (23  Minn.,  528) ;  Port  v.  Port  (70  111.,  484) ;  Peck  r. 
Peck  (12  R.  1 ,  485) ;  Askew  v.  Dupree  (30  Ga.,  173). 

The  rule  laid  down  in  Iowa,  the  statute  being  similar  in  essentials  to 
that  of  Wisconsin  (51  Iowa,  565),  is  that — 

Cohabitation  does  not  of  itself  constitute  marriage,  but  it  is  sufficient  if  the  parties 
cohabiting  intend  marriage  and  it  is  immaterialhow  the  intention  is  expressed. 

The  rule  adopted  in  Pennsylvania  is  that  an  agreement  to  cohabit  as 
husband  and  wife,  followed  by  public  recognition,  will  constitute  a  mar- 
riage. Such  a  marriage  can  not  be  contradicted  by  the  husband's 
declarations  to  the  contrary,  made  in  his  wife's  presence.  (Penn.  Stat., 
Morris  Estate  (9  C.  C,  338),  opinion  b}"^  Ashman,  Justice,  Orpban^s 
Court,  Philadelphia,  Pa.) 

In  the  leading  case  of  Caujolle  r.  Ferrie  (23  N.  Y.,  90)  it  was  held 
inter  alia  as  follows : 

1.  Tlie  presumption  that  an  intercourse  illicit  in  its  origin,  continued  to  be  of  Uiat 
character,  may  be  repelled  by  contrary  presumption  in  favor  of  marriage  and  of  the 
legitimacy  of  offspring,  although  the  circumstances  fail  to  ehow  when  or  how  the  change 
from  comubinage  to  marriage  took  place. 

Bishop,  in  his  work  on  Marriage,  Divorce,  and  Separation,  section 
380,  volume  1,  i)ago  163,  cited  the  following  Scotch  case : 

Lord  Westbury,  in  the  House  of  I^ords,  in  a  Scotch  appeal  explained  as  follows: 
^^  Cohabitation  as  husband  and  wife  is  a  manifestation  of  the  parties  having  consented 
to  contract  that  relation  per  se.  It  is  holding  forth  to  the  woild  by  the  manner  of  daily 
life,  by  conduct,  demeanor,  and  habit  that  the  man  and  woman  who  live  together  have 
agreed  to  take  each  other  in  marriage  and  to  stand  in  the  mutual  relation  of  Imshand 
and  wife,  and  when  credit  is  given  by  those  among  whom  they  live — relatives,  neigh- 
bors, friends,  and  acquaintances— to  those  representations  and  this  continual  conduct, 
then  habit  and  repute  arise  and  attend  the  cohabitation.     The  parties  are  holden  and 
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reputed  to  be  husband  and  wife.  Their  cohabitation  must  be  matrimonial;  the  repute 
to  have  its  fallest  effect  should  be  uniform.  It  then  casts  on  the  party  denying  the 
the  marriage  the  burden  of  proving  that  it  did  not  take  place.  Still,  in  some  circum- 
stanoeSf  a  preponderating  repute  of  marriage  has  been  accepted  as  adequate. " 

Bishop  cites  the  following  cases  in  support  of  Lord  Westbury's 
decision:  Campbell  v.  Campbell  (Law  Rep.  1  H.  L.,  Sees.  182,  211); 
Thomas  v.  Gordon  (7  Scotch  Sess.  Cases,  872)  ;  De  Thoren  r.  Attorney- 
General  (1  appeal  cases,  686)  ;  Lyle  v,  Ellwood  (Law  Rep.  19  Eq.,  98). 
See  also  Robertson  v.  Crawford  (3  Beav.,  102);  Cargile  v.  AVood  (63 
Mo.,  601);  Williams  v.  State  (44  Ala.,  24)  ;  Bishop  Stat.  Crimes,  Sec. 
609,  C.  V.  Morris  (1  Cash.  391). 

The  case  of  State  v,  Worthingham  (23  Minnesota,  528),  hereinbefore 
cited,  and  which  seems  to  be  quoted  as  high  authority  in  cognate  cases, 
is  particularly  appropriate  in  considering  the  present  case,  because  the 
statutes  of  Minnesota  and  Wisconsin  concerning  marriage  are  identical 
in  essential  particulars.    In  this  case  the  court  held,  inter  alia,  as  follows : 

A  mutual  agreement  between  competent  parties,  per  verba  de  praaenti,  to  take  each 
other  lor  husband  and  wife,  deliberately  made  and  acte<i  upon  by  living  together  pro- 
fessedly in  that  relation,  is  sufficient  without  any  formal  solemuization  of  ceremony,  to 
give  it  validity  iu  law. 

The  x>olicy  of  the  law  favors  matrimony  and  legitimacy  rather  than  concubinage,  aud 
hence  every  reasonable  presumption  should  be  allowed  to  support  the  former  and  defeat 
the  latter. 

On  the  issue  of  bastardy,  testimony  of  cohabitation  between  the  parents  as  huskind 
and  wife  at  or  prior  to  the  birth  of  the  alleged  bastard;  that  they  held  themsehes  as 
such  iu  their  intercourse  with  the  world;  that  the  woman  assumed  and  went  by  the  name 
of  defendant;  that  they  had  reared  a  family  of  children  under  the  same  name,  and  other- 
wise conducted  themselves  as  married  people,  is  competent  evidence  for  the  consideration 
of  the  jury  upon  the  question  of  marriage,  and  sufficient,  if  not  overcome  by  a  prepon- 
derance of  evidenee  to  the  contrary,  to  support  a  finding  in  favor  of  a  valid  marriage, 
so  as  to  protect  the  children  against  the  stain  and  taint  of  bastardy,  and  subject  the 
parents  to  the  duty  of  providing  for  their  support. 

Applying  this  ruling  to  the  case  at  bar  and  presupposing  an  issue 
of  bastardy,  the  evidence  would  certainly  establish  to  the  minds  of  the 
jury  that  the  cohabitation  between  the  parties  from  1880  thenceforward, 
constituted  a  valid  common-law  marriage  under  the  laws  of  Wisconsin, 
protecting  the  issue  from  the  taint  of  bastardy  and  charging  their  sup- 
port upon  the  parents  rather  than  upon  the  county  or  municipality. 

A  leading  case  in  Wisconsin  is  that  of  in  re  estate  of  Harriet  E. 
Johnson,  which  was  tried  before  Judge  Lamoreux.  This  case  is  not 
reported,  because  the  judgment  was  acquiesced  in  as  conforming  to  tlie 
rule  in  that  State,  and  did  not  go  the  supreme  court  by  appeal  or  writ 
of  error,  which  makes  it  stronger  on  that  account  as  determining  what 
constitutes  in  Wisconsin  a  valid  common-law  marriage  by  consent 
mutual.     The  case  is  stated  as  follows : 

Johnson  was  a  commercial  traveller  and  meeting  a  \&i^^  wSa-w^Xfta^Safcx^^^^-^XiRRass^^ 
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enamored  of  each  other  and  aasamed  relations  of  cohabitation.  He  traveled  with  her 
in  different  sections,  registered  at  hotels  as  husband  and  wife,  he  introdncing  ber  as  his 
wife,  and  she  was  so  reoognizetl  generally.  Dnring  the  period  of  cohabitation,  she  fre- 
quently importuned  him  for  performance  of  a  ceremonial  marriage,  which  he  avoided 
upon  the  pretext  that  should  he  do  so,  he  would  be  disinherited  by  his  parents.  He  died 
suddenly,  leaving  quite  an  estate,  and  the  common-law  wife  claimed  title  as  such  1o  the 
widow's  portion  of  the  estate.  Judge  Lamoreux  charged,  and  the  jury  so  held,  that  there 
was  a  valid  common-law  marriacce  between  the  parties,  under  the  laws  of  Wisconsin  38 
shown  by  the  evidence,  and  that  the  widow  was  entitled. 

With  the  papers  is  a  slip  stating  this  case  as  herein  set  forth,  which 
the  learned  judge  certifies  under  his  signature  has  been  correctly  cited. 
In  the  case  at  bar  it  is  shown : 

1.  That  there  was  no  impediment  existing  upon  resumption  of  cohabi- 
tation in  AVisconsin  from  and  after  the  year  1880. 

2.  That  the  soldier  thereafter  lived  with  claimant  as  his  wife  in  Wis- 
consin and  so  acknowledged  and  introduced  her  on  all  occasions,  and 
she  was  so  recognized  by  the  community  in  which  they  lived. 

3.  That  during  the  period  of  such  cohabitation  in  Wisconsin,  he  fre- 
quently promised  to  marry  claimant  by  ceremony  and  that  he  never, 
on  any  occasion  or  by  any  circumstance,  said  any  word  or  performed 
any  act  which  could  be  construed  as  indicating  that  his  cohabitation 
with  claimant  was  without  his  consent  and  illicit,  but,  on  the  contrary, 
all  his  acts  show  that  their  cohabitation  as  man  and  wife  was  with 
mutual  consent,  a  contract  to  which  he  was  completely  a  party.  They 
lived  together  in  one  house  during  a  period  of  fifteen  years  or  there- 
abouts and  were  the  tenants  of  one  landlord,  who  testifies  to  their  cohabi- 
tation as  man  and  wife  during  that  period. 

4.  That  their  cohabitation  was  respectable,  and,  in  all  social  essen- 
tials, the  parties  lived  a  blameless  life.  They  were  well  advanced  in 
years,  far  beyond  the  era  of  concubinage  for  the  sake  of  concubinage 
alone.  The  soldier  was  suffering  severe  disabilities  of  service  origin; 
he  needed  a  wife  and  companion,  and  claimant  appears  to  have  been  his 
worthy  wife,  helpmate  and  care-taker  during  the  period  indicated,  per- 
forming all  her  duties  and  obligations  as  a  faithful  spouse. 

5.  The  fact  that  the  soldier,  who  had  been  a  reckless  man  in  his 
youngcT  days,  belonging  to  no  church  and  recognizing  no  religious 
creed,  finally  became,  in  his  advancing  years,  conscience-smitten,  and 
for  the  sake  of  each  other,  and  for  that  of  relatives,  sons-in-law  and 
others,  promised  to  marry  claimant  by  ceremony,  finally  yielding  to 
their  importunities  for  a  ceremonial  marriage,  should  not  in  good  morals 
and  contemplation  of  law  be  accepted  as  establishing  that  their  rela- 
tions previous  to  the  ceremonial  marriage,  from  1880  forward,  were 
illicit. 

The  presumption  of  consent  is  more  strongly  attested  by  acts  than  by 
inference  J  specul  ation  or  deducWon.    T\a^  ^^oot  \\i  \5Ekfc  ^jau'e^  ^^>as!ct  ^^^«<^ 
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jonclusively  that  the  soldier  from  1880,  thenceforward,  lived  at  Mil- 
waukee, Wis.,  with  claimant  as  his  wife,  acknowledging  her  as  such, 
ind  being  perfectly  aware  that  she  was  so  recognized  by  his  employer, 
andlord  and  others  of  that  community.  The  fact  that  he  made  promise 
)f  a  ceremonial  marriage  pending  that  period  which  was  deferred  and 
lot  performed  until  a  year  or  so  before  his  death,  did  not,  in  my  judg- 
nent,  imply  nonconsent  to  the  previously  existing  cohabitation  in  Wis- 
consin as  husband  and  wife  under  the  common  law,  nor  did  it  bring  the 
parties  within  the  operation  of  any  of  the  inhibitory  clauses  of  the 
Wisconsin  statute  as  to  marriage. 

The  facts  and  law  considered,  I  am  persuaded  that  there  existed  a 
valid  common-law  marriage  between  claimant  and  the  soldier,  accord- 
ing to  the  lex  loci  from  and  after  the  year  1880,  with  the  soldier ^s  entire 
consent ;  that  the  events  originating  and  occurring  at  the  inception  of 
their  cohabitation  in  New  York  in  1863,  are  wholly  immaterial  to  the 
present  issue  and  should  not  be  considered  in  the  determination  of  the 
ease;  that  the  re-cohabitation  at  Milwaukee  in  1880,  after  a  hiatus  of 
several  years,  constituted  a  new  contract  of  marriage  under  the  com- 
mon law,  to  which  the  soldier  consented,  which  consent  is  shown  by 
his  acknowledgment  of  claimant  as  his  wife  and  introducing  her  as  such 
bo  the  community  in  which  they  lived;  that  concubinage  during  that 
period  can  not  be  reasonably  presumed  because  of  the  public  acknowl- 
edgments of  matrimony  by  the  soldier,  considered  in  pari  materia  with 
the  fact  that  the  parties  were  well  advanced  in  years,  beyond  the  period 
^f  mere  concubinage,  and  when  the  infirmities  of  the  soldier,  as  shown 
by  the  record,  were  so  intense  as  to  require  the  attendance,  nursing  and 
companionship  of  a  wife,  with  whom  he  was  associated  as  such  for 
[nany  years. 

The  action  of  your  Bureau,  rejecting  the  claim  under  the  act  of  June 
27,  1890,  for  the  reason  stated,  is  therefore  reversed,  and  you  will  please 
iirect  that  the  same  be  adjudicated  and  admitted  accordingly. 


death  cause-kvidence-presumption8. 

Susan,  widow  of  Charles  C.  Wright. 

k>ldier  was  pensionetl  for  disease  of  the  kidneys,  result  of  injury  of  the  liivck.  The  dis- 
ease of  kidneys  is  shown  to  have  existed  all  the  time  in  more  or  less  severe  form 
from  discharge  to  death.  He  also  suffered  fur  u  few  years  before  deuth  from  rheuma- 
tism of  the  left  shoulder,  never  very  serious.  He  died  of  dilatation  of  the  heart. 
It  is  held  that  the  disease  of  kidneys  was  the  predominating  disability  and  the  more 
likely  cause  of  the  fatal  disease,  in  view  of  all  the  evidence,  and  that  whatever 
doubt  may  exist  on  the  subject  should  be  resolved  in  tobvox  c>l  W\^  O^sIycn^^^. 
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AsmtarU  Secretary   John   M.  Reynolds    to    the    Commissiotier    of   Pe)mo,i.i, 

April  Uy  1897, 


I 

< 


This  appeal  filed  January  23, 1897,  by  J.  W.  Morris,  attorney,  is  from    \ 
the  action  of  the  Bureau  of  October  6,  1896,  in  rejecting  the  claim, 
filed  July  10,  1890,  of  Susan  H.  as  widow  of  Charles  C.  Wright,  late  of     i 
Company  I,  Fifty -third  Massachusetts  Infantry.     The  ground  of  this     ' 
action  was  that  the  soldier's  death,  June  2,  1890,  from  disease  of  the 
heart,  was  not  the  result  of  disease  of  kidneys  for  which  he  was  pen-     . 
sioned,  but  was  probably  due  to  rheumatism  which  was  not  shown  to     ' 
have  been  contracted  in  the  service.     The  contention  of  the  appeal  is 
that  the  rheumatism  soldier  had  was  very  slight  and  not  continuous,     , 
while  the  disease  of  kidneys  was  shown  to  have  existed  from  discharge, 
and  was,  according  to  the  medical  evidence,  a  more  likely  cause  of  the     , 
fatal  disease  of  heart  than  rheumatism.  1 

This  claim  was  first  rejected  December  23, 1892,  on  the  same  ground,  I 
and  appeal  was  made  from  that  action.  That  appeal  being  upon  med- 
ical grounds  was  returned  to  the  Bureau  for  a  report  from  tlie  ^ledical 
Referee.  The  report  received  in  response  to  that  reference  was  not  oo 
elusive  of  the  issue,  and,  by  my  decision  of  July  11,  1896,  the  action  ( 
of  rejection  was  reversed  and  the  appeal  sustained  to  the  extent  of  1 
requiring  that  a  special  examination  of  the  claim  should  be  held.  The  ' 
medical  report  is  embodied  in  that  decision,  and  a  reference  to  it  will 
show  that  the  Medical  Referee,  while  admitting  that  dilatation  of  the 
heart  does  arise  in  cases  of  severe  kidney  trouble,  yet  a  serious  dis- 
ease of  kidneys  is  not  shown  in  this  case,  and  since  disease  of  heart  I 
may  arise  from  other  causes,  he  suggested  the  special  examination  to 
ascertain  the  character  and  extent  of  the  soldier^s  disease  of  kidnev? 
and  heart  during  the  last  four  years  of  his  life.  I 

As  a  result  of  the  special  examination  the  claim  wa«  again  rejected, 
in  accordance  with  the  following  opinion  of  the  Medical  Referee: 

It  is  believed  that  the  testimony  obtained  by  special  examination  doc^s  not  \vamDt 
any  change  of  action  in  the  case.     The  fatal  disease  of  heart  can  not  be  accepted  as  doe     | 
to  any  disease  of  kidneys  shown.     The  later  manifestations  of  disease  of  kidneys  were 
proViably  dne  to  disease  of  heart.  I 

And,  since  the  appeal  was  filed,  another  opinion  by  the  Medical  Ref-    | 
eree  has  been  furnished,  as  follows : 

The  action  of  October  6,  1896,  rejecting  the  widow^s  claim  under  the  ^enenl  law  wa^ 
proper  for  the  reason  that  it  is  not  shown  that  the  fatal  heart  disease  was  in  any  way  tbe     i 
result  of  pensioned  disease  of  kidneys.     Medical  examinations  in  1886  and  lf^^89  show 
no  disease  of  kidneys,  and  there  is  a  history  of  rheumatism,  and  it  is  far  more  prob-     j 
able  that  the  heart  disease  was  dne  to  the  latter  than  to  the  former. 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  the  contention  of  the  appeal  directly  con- 
troverts these  opinions  of  the^  Medical  E^fcree^  it  becomes  necessary  to 
Bet  forth  the  main  portion  oi!  t\\^  e\\dexiefii  VcvvSVv  ^<i«ft.\R>\s«^^\xj^*^ 


DECISIONS    RELATING   TO    PENSIONS.  613 

qneeidon  at  issue  iu  order  to  arrive  at  a  just  conclusion.  The  resume 
will.be  made  as  brief  as  possible.  The  soldier  was  a  pensioner  on 
account  of  disease  of  kidneys,  result  of  injury  to  back.  The  only  dis- 
ability in  service  shown  by  the  record  was  chronic  diarrhea,  for  which 
soldier  was  treated  in  April,  1863.  The  injury  of  back  was  shown  by 
the  testimony  of  a  comrade,  who  states  it  was  received  February  15, 
1863,  while  carrying  water,  and  of  the  regimental  surgeon,  who  tes- 
tifies to  treating  him  at  that  time  for  a  strain  in  the  lower  part  of  the 
back,  and  subsequently  for  nephritis  and  diarrhea  in  regimental  hos- 
pital. Two  neighbors  testified  to  prior  soundness  and  that  soldier  was 
a  constant  sufferer  from  the  time  of  his  discharge  from  kidney  disease, 
that  he  complained  a  great  deal  of  pain  in  the  back  and  was  fully  two- 
thirds  disabled  thereby.  Dr.  C.  G.  Metcalf  testified,  in  that  claim  in 
1882,  that  he  was  first  called  to  treat  soldier  about  August  1, 1878,  and 
had  continued  to  treat  him  at  intervals  since ;  had  made  an  examina- 
tion of  his  urine  at  various  times,  which  had  shown  chronic  nephritis ; 
was  troubled  all  the  time  with  lame  back  and  tenderness  of  the  lumbar 
vertebrae.  Dr.  E.  H.  Ellis  testified  in  1886  that  he  had  treated  soldier 
since  February  10,  1883,  many  times.  He  was  sufifering  with  kidney 
difficulty  (chronic  nephritis),  attended  with  pain  in  the  back  and  groin, 
soreness  of  the  lumbar  vertebrae,  incontinence  of  urine,  with  latter  con- 
taining some  albumen  and  blood,  particularly  when  he  has  performed 
any  extra  severe  manual  labor.  The  medical  examination  of  October, 
1882,  describes  soldier's  condition  thus: 

This  man  is  sallow,  skin  haiah  and  dry,  and  has  an  unhealthy  appearance,  complainB 
id  pain  over  the  region  of  the  left  kidney,  which  is  sensitive  to  palpation  and  deep 
pressore.  Urine  voided  in  my  presence  was  alkaline  and  contained  albumen.  Should 
say  he  is  suffering  from  chronic  nephritis. 

The  foregoing  is  the  evidence  on  which  the  invalid  claim  was  allowed 
in  October,  1883.  In  claims  for  increase  he  was  again  examined  in 
Jane,  1886,  and  September,  1889.  The  former  of  these  examinations 
describes  some  trouble  of  the  stomach,  back,  and  heart,  and  the  latter 
a  trouble  of  the  back,  heart,  and  prostrate  gland.  As  noted,  however, 
the  medical  referee  states  that  these  two  examinations  do  not  show  any 
disease  of  kidneys. 

The  special  examiner  obtained  the  following  testimony :  Claimant  tes- 
tified that  her  husband,  the  soldier,  died  June  2, 1890,  of  heart  failure: 

When  he  came  home  from  the  army  he  was  troubled  with  bis  kidneys.  He  said  that 
he  got  it  from  lifting  a  barrel  of  water  from  a  wagon.  He  had  a  good  deal  of  pain  over 
the  small  of  the  back  and  there  was  also  blood  in  his  water.  In  1864  there  was  blood 
in  his  water  for  five  months.  The  blood  would  reappear  at  intervals  np  to  his  death, 
probably  about  every  two  or  three  months.  This  was  the  only  symptom  of  kidney 
trouble  except  a  general  weakness  that  disabled  him  for  work  to  a  certain  extent.  Can 
not  state  how  long  he  had  the  rheumatism.  It  never  was  severe  enough  to  trouble  him 
to  any  great  extent.    I  presume  he  had  medical  traatmexit  tot  Vv\^  T\l«QCl&&^SasB^^  ^:^\^ti^ 
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tell  at  this  time  which  shoalder  he  complained  of.  He  was  a  shoe  cutter  by  trade  ind 
worked  off  and  on  up  to  about  four  weeks  before  he  died.  I  hardly  think  he  wm 
quite  half  disabled  for  work  the  last  year,  but  he  might  have  been.  He  worked  at 
times  when  he  ought  not.  When  he  was  taken  sick  it  was  no  sudden  attack,  no  severe 
cold  that  made  him  take  to  his  bed.  He  complained  of  pain  in  the  region  of  his  kid- 
neys. When  he  had  been  in  bed  about  one  week  he  got  a  very  severe  pain  around  the 
heart.  After  that  he  gradually  sank  until  the  end  came.  Oan  not  say  that  he  had  any 
rheumatic  pains  in  his  last  Illness,  except  the  pains  in  hia  heart  might  have  been 
rheumatic. 

Charles  E.  Wright,  son  of  soldier  and  claimant,  aged  38  years,  testi- 
fied that  his  father — 

Had  a  kind  of  kidney  disease.  His  heart  was  not  affected  until  a  few  weeks  before  his 
death.  The  kidney  trouble  showed  itself  by  pains  through  the  small  of  the  back  aad 
by  difficulty  in  passing  wat'^r.  He  suffered  from  rheumatism,  but  not  much.  He  used 
to  have  a  lame  shoulder  at  times — ^guess  it  was  the  left.  Think  he  was  afflicted  with 
rheumatism  for  ten  years  or  more  before  he  died.  There  were  no  rheumatic  pains  in  bis 
last  illness,  which  lasted  about  three  weeks.  That  was  the  only  time  he  had  sinking 
spells.  He  had  a  very  dark  yellow  complexion  and  showed  the  effect  of  his  kidney 
trouble  very  much.     His  water  was  at  times  pretty  dark. 

Dr.  E.  H.  Ellis  testified  that  he  treated  soldier  off  and  on  from  Feb- 
ruary, 1883,  to  June  22,  1889. 

He  suffered  from  kidney  disease  and  congestion  of  the  kidneys,  and  as  time  went  on    j 
he  would  have  an  increased  amount  of  albumen  in  his  urine.     These  attacks  would  last 
from  three  to  six  weeks.     He  also  frequently  had  lumbago  and  in  one  instanoe  had  a 
severe  attack  of  sciatica.     He  always  complained  of  his  back  and  I  attributed  tliis 
mostly  to  his  rheumatic  condition.     In  addition  to  this  he  had  cystitis  and  could  not 
retain  his  urine.     At  other  times  he  had  suppression  of  the  urine.     I  also  recall  that  in 
the  latter  part  of  his  life,  about  1889,  he  had  oedema  of  the  lower  extremities  and  ao    . 
increased  amount  of  albumen.     Dr.  Smyth's  affidavit  has  been  read  to  me  and  I  most    I 
admit  that  it  seems  to  me  to  be  probable.     I  know  that  soldier  had  an  enlarged  heart, 
although  I  never  treated  him  for  the  same.    I  think  I  analyzed  the  urine  the  last  tint 
in  June,  1889.    I  am  sure  there  was  considerable  albamen  at  the  time.     I  think  the 
chances  are  that  the  heart  failure  was  caused  more  by  rheumatism  than  by  kidney 
troubles,  as  he  was  quite  rheumatic  at  times.     In  1889  he  had  swelling  of  the  feet  which 
I  considered  caused  by  Bright's  disease. 

Dr.  H.  E.  Smyth  testified  that  he  treated  soldier  about  two  or  thret 
years  before  his  death.  ( 

I  think  that  his  case  was  one  of  fibroid  kidney  with  subsequent  increased  arterial 
tension,  which  materially  throws  extra  work  on  the  heart.  I  can  not  recall  that  his 
limbs  were  swollen.  Am  sure  I  never  treated  him  for  rheumatism,  and  I  can  not  recall 
that  he  ever  complained  of  the  same.  He  died  of  dilated  heart.  I  can  not  state  whit 
caused  his  heart  trouble.  It  never  strack  me  to  be  a  rheumatic  heart,  but  I  can  not 
give  the  cause.  I  examined  his  water,  but  can  not  recall  what  I  found.  My  former 
affidavits  are  correct.  I 

From  the  foregoing  evidence  three  or  four  facts  are  observable.    One   I 
is  that  there  is  no  definite  description  of  the  location  and  extent  of  the 
rheumatism  or  its  duration,  beyond  the  statement  that  it  existed  at 
times  in  the  left  shoulder  and  had  e.Q  existed  off  and  on  for  ten  years 
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or  more.  Another  is,  that  the  witnesses,  especially  the  physicians,  state 
that  symptoms  of  kidney  trouble  had  been  continually  observed  from 
the  time  of  discharge,  and  existed  even  at  the  time  when  he  was  medi- 
cally examined  by  the  boards  of  surgeons.  Still  another  is,  that  there 
is  no  description  of  the  connection,  if  any,  which  existed  between  these 
disabilities  and  the  dilatation  of  heart  which  was  the  immediate  cause 
of  death.  And  yet  another  is  that,  without  assigning  particular  reasons 
therefor,  the  belief  is  expressed  by  most  of  the  witnesses  that  the  death- 
cause  was  primarily  the  result  of  the  kidney  trouble,  except  when  Dr. 
Ellis  states  that — 

The  chances  are  that  t'he  heart  failure  was  caused  more  by  rheamatism  than  by  kidney 
troubles. 

Furthermore,  it  is  seen  in  the  opinion  of  the  Medical  Beferee  quoted, 
that  he  does  not  declare  that  the  fatal  heart  trouble  was  not  the  result 
of  the  disease  of  kidneys.  On  the  other  hand,  he  admits  in  one  of 
those  opinions,  that  such  an  affection  of  the  heart  as  this  soldier  suffered 
from  might  be  due  to  severe  kidney  disease.  He  does  pronounce  the 
kidney  disease  in  this  case  to  be  not  serious,  and  that  because  there  is 
a  history  of  rheumatism,  the  fatal  heart  disease  was  more  probably  a 
result  of  that  disability  than  of  the  disease  of  kidneys.  But  the  ques- 
tion is,  in  a  sense,  left  open,  or  rather  is  merely  a  conclusion  that  the 
evidence  is  not  sufficient  to  show  the  connection  between  the  pensioned 
disability  and  the  death  cause. 

It  has  always  been  an  established  rule  of  the  Department  to  give 
great  weight  to  the  opinions  of  the  Medical  Beferee  on  questions  of  a 
medical  character.  On  such  questions  his  opinion  has  official  weight, 
by  reason  of  the  very  nature  of  his  position,  irrespective  of  the  merit 
of  the  opinion,  and  it  must  be  respected  as  would  be  the  decision  of  a 
judge  upon  the  bench,  whether  right  or  wrong,  until  overruled  by  higher 
authority.  But  it  is  likewise  a  recognized  rule  that  such  an  opinion 
must  be  supported  by  evidence  and  is  in  no  case  to  be  regarded  as  final. 
Therefore,  when  the  Medical  Beferee,  as  in  this  case,  declares  that  the 
evidence  fails  to  establish  the  fatal  disease  as  a  result  of  pensioned 
causes  that  opinion  is  not  to  be  lightly  regarded.  At  the  same  time 
cases  which  come  before  the  Department  on  appeal  must  be  decided  in 
the  light  of  all  the  evidence  and  upon  the  weight  of  evidence. 

As  it  seems  to  me,  after  a  careful  consideration  of  this  case  in  all  its 
bearings,  two  main  questions  only  are  to  be  determined,  viz:  is  the 
cause  of  death,  dilatation  of  the  heart,  a  natural  sequence  of  the  pen- 
sioned disability,  disease  of  kidneys,  and  if  it  is,  does  the  evidence 
justify  the  belief  that  the  pathological  connection  existed  in  this  soldier^s 
case.  As  already  stated,  there  is  no  question  but  disease  of  kidneys 
may  affect  the  walls  of  the  heart  and  produce  dilatation.  The  Medical 
Beferee  has  conceded  this,  and  the  medical  au\J\OT\\\^  wi%\aI\TL*^s^^Ow^^ 
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The  other  question  recare:  do  the  theory  and  the  facte  meet  together 
in  this  case?  The  Medical  Referee,  as  before  stated,  thinks  not.  A 
close  examination  of  the  basis  of  this  opinion  however,  will,  I  think, 
disclose  that  it  rests  on  the  failure  of  the  medical  and  other  eyidenco 
to  explain  just  how  the  symptoms  of  each  disease  were  manifested  and 
why  disease  of  heart  was  believed  to  be  a  result  of  kidney  trouble,  the 
medical  examinations  failing  to  show  any  serious  disability  from  the 
latter.  There  is  force  in  this  view,  but  it  is  also  true  that  only  the 
slightest  degree  of  rheumatism  is  described  and  there  is  no  more  reason 
to  accept  that  as  the  cause  of  heart  disease  than  the  disease  of  kidneys. 
Besides  the  &ilure  to  have  a  better  description  of  symptoms  is  largely 
the  fault  of  the  special  examiner  in  not  interrogating  witnesses  more 
closely. 

But  aside  from  all  this,  it  is  a  fact  that  there  is  a  history  of  contin- 
uous disease  of  kidneys  and  the  last  attending  physician  described  a 
severe  form  of  such  disease.  He  also  stated  that  death  was  caused  by 
dilated  heart,  and  while  he  was  not  prepared  to  say  what  caused  it,  he 
knew  nothing  of  any  rheumatism  and  had  not  treated  soldier  for  that 
disability. 

Dr.  Ellis,  who  made  the  statement  before  quoted  that  ^^  the  chances  I 
are  that  heart  failure  was  caused  more  by  rheumatism  than  by  kidney 
troubles,"  had  not  treated  soldier  for  three  years  or  more,  and  this  state- 
ment was  mere  theory,  as  was  that  of  the  Medical  Referee  to  the  same 
effect.  These  opinions  should  not  outweigh  all  the  evidence  which 
tends  to  show  that  the  disease  of  kidneys  was  very  severe  daring  the 
final  sickness  and  conceded  to  be  a  probable  cause  of  the  fatal  disease,  j 
Two  general  rules  have  obtained  in  decisions  of  cases  of  like  character 
with  this.     One  is,  that — 

Where  the  evidence,  lay  and  medical,  goes  to  show  that  the  cause  for  whidi  pensioD 
was  granted  to  a  soldier  was  complicated  with  a  disease  which  was  the  immediate  canfle 
of  his  death,  the  Department  will  sustain  the  widow's  claim  for  pension  on  aoconnt  of 
the  soldier's  death  from  said  complication  of  causes.     (Mary  A.  Cox,  3  P.  D.,  313.) 

Another  is  that — 

When  two  or  more  causes  combined  prodace  death,  only  a  port  of  which  is  dne  to  the 
serrice  and  none  to  the  &ult  of  the  soldier,  and  from  the  obscare  character  and  effect  of 
the  diseases,  the  extent  to  which  each  contributed  toward  producing  death  can  not  be 
determined,  the  question  should  be,  would  the  disability  not  due  to  the  service  bax-e 
probably  produced  death  independent  of  the  disability  of  army  origin?  If  not,  then  tbe 
claimant  should  be  given  the  benefit  of  the  doubt,  and  death  held  to  be  ''by  reason  of*' 
the  disability  contracted  in  the  service.     (Ernst  Bierbaum,  4  P.  D.,  174.) 

These  rules  have  been  variously  stated,  modified  in  some  instanoeB 
and  changed  in  others  to  suit  the  particular  facts  under  consideration. 
The  accepted  idea  permeating  all  of  them  seems  to  be  however,  that  if 
the  predominating  or  efficient  cause  of  death  is  traceable  to  the  service 
and  Jine  of  duty  the  penBion  msbV  \i^  «[XVo^^. 


DECISIONS    RELATING   TO    PENSIONS.  517 

III  this  case,  as  already  stated,  the  pensioned  disability,  disease  of 
kidneys,  result  of  injury  of  back,  is  well  established  and  existed  daring 
the  whole  time  from  discharge  to  death.  On  the  other  hand,  the  rheum- 
atism was  occasional,  never  very  severe,  and  existed  but  a  few  years, 
while  no  evidence  on  file  indicates  that  it  was  the  cause  of  the  heart 
trouble.  As,  according  to  the  opinions  of  the  Medical  Eeferee,  either 
of  these  disabilities  might  be  the  cause  of  the  fatal  disease,  it  seems  to 
me  that  it  should  be  attributed  to  the  predominating  one  (chronic  neph- 
ritis). Without  elaborating  the  reasons  for  this  conclusion  it  may  be 
stated,  as  in  the  decisions  of  the  appeal  of  the  widow  of  Job  Foster 
(3  P.  D.,  36),  that— 

Where  a  pathological  relation  between  the  death  cause  and  the  pensioned  disability  is 
alleged,  as  the  basis  of  claim,  the  claimant  is  not  reqaired  to  establish  such  relation  by 
absolute  proof;  but  there  most  appear  some  tangible  direct  evidence  on  which  to  base  at 
least  a  reasonable  presnmption  that  the  pensioned  disability  actually  produced  the  dis- 
ease causing  death. 

Or,  as  in  the  appeal  of  the  widow  of  Ernst  Bierbaum  (4  P.  D.,  172), 
as  before  quoted. 

I  think  the  evidence  in  all  its  phases  justifies  the  conclusion  men- 
tioned, and  if  any  doubt  existed  should  be  resolved  in  favor  of  the 
claimant.  Usually  the  expressed  opinion  of  the  Medical  Beferee  on  a 
doubtful  medical  point  will  be  accepted  as  correct,  but  inasmuch  as  his 
opinion  in  this  case  is  not  conclusive,  and  in  view  of  all  the  facts,  I  am 
constrained  to  differ  from  that  opinion,  and  hold  that  soldier's  death 
was  the  result  of  the  pensioned  disability.  And  this  conclusion  I  reach 
the  more  readily  because  I  am  unable  to  find  in  any  part  of  the  evidence 
a  warrant  for  the  statement  by  the  Medical  Referee  that — 

The  later  manifestations  of  disease  of  kidneys  were  probably  due  to  disease  of  heart. 

Certainly  there  is  nothing  in  the  case  to  indicate  that  disease  of  heart 
preceded  the  disease  of  kidneys.  On  the  other  hand,  it  is  shown  that 
symptoms  of  heart  trouble  only  existed  at  the  very  last  of  soldier's  life, 
probably  during  the  last  week  or  two.  It  is  also  shown  that  rheuma- 
tism, when  it  was  manifest  at  all,  was  never  very  severe,  and  was  con- 
&ned  to  one  or  two  localities,  chiefly  the  shoulders,  whereas  the  disease 
3f  kidneys  (chronic  nephritis)  which  had  been  present  for  more  than 
twenty-five  years,  had  been  at  times  of  a  serious  nature  and  had  made 
inroads  upon  soldier's  strength  and  vitality  which  might  very  plausibly 
be  considered  as  the  cause  of  the  dilatation  of  the  heart,  which  was 
the  immediate  cause  of  death. 

As  the  evidence  stands  we  may  not  be  positive  as  to  all  the  complica- 
tions in  soldier's  fatal  sickness,  but  we  are  surely  not  required  to  pro- 
nounce the  fatal  heart  trouble  to  be  the  result  of  rheumatism,  because 
tliere  is  a  usual  pathological  connection  between  the  two,  when  it  is  also 
a  fact  that  ''heart  failure  "  has  come  U>  "b^  T^AiS>^\ift^  ^a^^x^^xi^Ni  ^'t 
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numerous  preexisting  diseases.  And,  discarding  mere  theory  for  the 
most  plain  solution  of  any  doubt  arising  in  the  case  I  arrive  at  the 
decision  already  announced.  The  action  of  rejection  is  therefore 
reversed,  and  the  papers  are  returned  for  readjudication  in  accordance 
with  these  views. 

As  bearing  on  the  matters  here  discussed  reference  is  made  to  the 
following  decisions  heretofore  rendered,  viz : 

Widow  of  Job  Foster  (3  P.  D.,  35),  widow  of  James  Shnttleworth 
(3  P.  D.,  50),  Josiah  T.  Tuttle  (3  P.  D.,  52),  Charles  F.  Brown (3  P.  D., 92), 
Mary  A.  Cox  (3  P.  D.,  313),  Mary  F.  Snider  (4  P.  D.,  2),  widow  of 
Ernst  Bierbaum  (4  P.  D.,  172),  Emma  E.  Johnson  (7  P.  D.,  415),  and 
Alma  Niedhammer  (8  P.  D.,  276). 


militia-provisional.  enrolled  missouri  militia. 

James  L.  Hicks. 

1.  Capt.  Thomas  J.  Baboock's  Company  A,  of  the  Miller  County  Provisional  Enrolled 

Missouri  Militia,  was  a  State  organization  raised  under  General  Order  No.  107,  from 
State  military  headquarters  to  meet  the  ends  of  local  defense,  for  local  puiposes  and 
temporary  service^  and  was  never  under  Federal  authority  and  does  not  come 
within  the  terms  of  the  act  of  Febraary  15,  1895,  and  such  companies  are  clearly 
distinguished  by  the  record  of  the  Provisional  Missouri  Militia  mentioned  in  said 
act  and  in  section  4722,  Revised  Statutes. 

2.  A  State  militiaman  claiming  under  subdivisions  1  and  3,  section  4693,  Revised  Stat- 

utes, must  show  that  his  oi^ganization  was  called  into  service  by  the  President  of 
the  United  States.  If  such  is  not  shown,  he  must  show  that  bis  organization  im 
acting  under  orders  of  an  officer  of  the  United  States,  and  that  he  received  a  wound 
or  injury  in  battle  with  either  rebels  or  Indians,  and  further  his  claim  must  have 
been  prosecuted  to  a  successful  issue  prior  to  July  4,  1874. 

3.  The  Missouri  Six  Months  Militia,  the  Enrolled  Missouri  Militia,  Class  1  of  MisBoari 

Home  Guards,  and  the  Provisional  Companies  Enrolled  Missouri  Militia,  were  never 
in  the  Federal  service.  Members  of  the  Provisional  Regiments  Enrolled  Mi»onri 
Militia  have  pensionable  status  under  section  4722,  Revised  Statutes. 

4.  The  above  is  also  aplicable  to  claims  tiled  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

5.  The  report  of  the  Hawkins  Taylor  Commission  is  final  as  to  length  of  a  soldier's 

service  in  cases  arising  under  the  act  of  March  25,  1862. 

Assistant  Secretary   John   M,    Reynolds    to    the    Commissioner   of    Pensiom. 

April  U,  1897, 

Appellant,  late  of  Company  A,  Provisional  Enrolled  Missouri  Militia, 
herein  filed,  on  August  7,  1890,  his  declaration  (No.  997,021)  under 
act  of  June  27,  1890.  Claim  was  rejected  on  January  29,  1892,  on  the 
ground  that  claimant  was  not  in  the  service  of  the  United  States,  and 
the  appeal  filed  September  8, 1896,  alleges  error  in  law,  citing  in  support 
of  his  contention  the  act  of  'M.avcVv  ^,  \%^b. 
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There  does  not  appear  to  have  been  any  act  passed  on  said  date, 
applicable  to  the  appeal  herein,  and  it  is  believed,  by  the  general  tenor 
of  the  appeal,  that  claimant  seeks  to  invoke  the  act  of  February  15, 
1895,  which  extends  the  benefits  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  to  mem- 
bers of  the  '^Missouri  State  Militia  and  the  Provisional  Missouri 
MUitia." 

Claimant  was  a  member  of  Capt.  Thomas  J.  Babcock's  Company  A, 
of  the  Miller  County  Provisional  Enrolled  Missouri  Militia,  and  it  is 
necefisary  at  the  outset,  to  note  the  sharp  line  of  distinction  to  be  drawn 
between  what  were  known  as  Provisional  Regiments  of  Enrolled  Mis- 
souri Militia,  and  Provisional  Companies  of  Enrolled  Missouri  Militia. 
The  provisional  regiments  were  made  up  as  a  '^ picked  force"  from  the 
Enrolled  Missouri  Militia,  and  were  organized  by  the  State  of  Missouri 
as  early  as  February,  1863,  and  they  were  for  continuous  active  service 
so  long  as  the  emergency  existed.  *  Members  of  these  provisional  regi- 
ments are  the  ones  referred  to  in  section  4722,  Revised  Statutes,  and  are 
also  included  in  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  February  15, 1895;  but  the 
provisional  companies  were  entirely  different  organizations.  These 
companies  did  not  come  into  existence  until  June,  1864,  and  were  purely 
State  organizations,  raised  under  General  Order  No.  107,  from  State 
military  headquarters  to  meet  "the  ends  of  local  defense ;''  they  were 
called  out  for  local  purposes  and  temporary  service,  and  are  clearly  dis- 
tinguished from  the  regiments  which  were  for  permanent  and  general 
service.  The  record  shows  that  the  company  to  which  claimant  was 
attached  was  "put  on  active  duty''  by  John  B.  Gray,  the  adjutant-gen- 
eral of  the  State,  on  August  23,  1864,  and  it  was  relieved  from  such 
active  service  on  December  23,  1864,  by  Colonel  Zevely,  a  State  officer 
of  the  Enrolled  Missouri  Militia.  The  company  does  not  appear  to 
have  ever  done  any  Federal  service,  was  never  mustered  into  the  Fed- 
eral service,  was  never  under  orders  of  any  Federal  officer,  and  was 
never  recognized  by  any  Federal  authority.  It  was  solely  a  State 
organization  for  State  purposes,  and  when  relieved  from  active  duty,  its 
arms,  ammunition,  accoutrements,  camp  and  garrison  equipments,  were 
turned  over  to  the  ordnance  officer  and  quartermaster  of  the  State 
troops.  The  similarity  of  names,  and  the  neglect  to  use  a  sufficient 
nomenclature  in  distinguishing  the  provisional  regiments  from  the 
provisional  companies,  easily  leads  to  error,  unless  the  detailed  and 
correct  record  of  a  claimant's  organization  is  obtained.  In  the  appeal 
herein,  claimant  cites,  in  corroboration  of  his  contention,  the  cases  of 
Richard  C.  Starling  and  James  M.  Gartin,  men  who  were  members  of 
claimant's  company,  both  of  whom  it  appears  are  drawing  pension  on 
account  of  such  service,  the  Treasury  Department  having  reported  both 
of  them  as  members  of  the  Ninth  Regiment,  Provisional  Enrolled  Mis- 
souri Militia.    It  now  appears,  by  a  corrected  report  from.  tfckA  Tvk^jj^sj^x^ 
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Department,  that  Starling  and  Gartin  were  not  members  of  any  pro- 
visional regiment  of  Enrolled  Missouri  Militia  such  as  is  hereinbefore 
described,  but  that  they  were  members  of  the  same  organization  as 
claimant  herein.  It  is  not  in  evidence  as  to  whether  this  company  was 
ever  a  component  part  of  a  regiment,  but  such  a  fact  is  immaterial. 
The  company  came  into  existence  by  virtue  of  General  Order  No.  107, 
emanating  from  the  adjutant-general  of  the  State  of  Missouri,  for  local 
defense  and  purely  State  purposes  and  was  never,  as  far  as  the  evidence 
shows,  under  federal  authority.  By  reason  of  the  foregoing,  I  hold  that 
members  of  companies  formed  by  reason  of  said  General  Order  No.  107, 
and  not  having  been  in  the  military  service  of  the  United  States  daring 
the  war  of  the  rebellion,  have  no  pensionable  status  under  the  act  of 
June  27, 1890,  and  you  will,  therefore,  readjudicate  the  claims  of  James 
M.  Gartin,  and  Bichard  C.  Starling,  in  so  far  as  they  are  not  upon  the 
pension  rolls  by  reason  of  service  in  ''Company  A,  Ninth  Provisional 
Enrolled  Missouri  Militia,"  according  to  law. 

The  question  of  the  pensionable  status  of  members  of  various  State 
militia,  and  State  military  organizations,  has  been  frequently  before  the 
Department,  and  it  is  believed  that  a  brief  setting  forth  of  certain  prin- 
ciples and  a  citation  of  cases,  in  connection  with  such  claims,  will  prove 
beneficial,  in  order  that  a  proper  understanding  of  the  laws  applicable 
to  such  cases  may  be  had ;  not  only  as  regards  those  individuals  who 
were  members  of  Missouri  organizations,  but  also  members  of  militia 
or  military  organizations  of  other  States  as  well. 

The  first  and  third  subdivisions  of  section  4693  of  the  Revised 
Statutes  bestow  a  pensionable  status  upon  certain  classes  of  soldiers 
and  individuals  whose  military  service  may  be  termed  to  have  been  an 
irregular  service,  and  the  following  is  directed  to  the  pensionable  status, 
as  to  service  only,  of  such  classes  of  soldiers,  as  are  embraced  in  the  said 
f>ubdivisions  of  such  sections. 

The  first  subdivision  bestows  a  pensionable  status  upon — 

Any  enlisted  man,  however  employed  in  the  military  or  naval  service  of  the  United 
States,  or  in  its  Marine  Corps,  whether  regalarly  mastered  or  not.   ' 

Under  this  subdivision  so  far  as  State  militia  or  State  military  organi- 
zations are  concerned  is  embraced  any  soldier  whose  organization  was 
(although  not  a  part  of  the  regular  or  volunteer  army)  called  into  the 
Federal  service. 

The  authority  to  provide  for  calling  the  militia  or  military  organiza- 
tions of  a  State  into  the  Federal  service  is  vested,  by  the  Constitution, 
in  Congress.  (Article  I,  Section  7,  Fifteenth  Enumerated  Power.) 
Congress  has  provided  for  the  execution  of  this  power  in  what  is  known 
as  section  1642,  Revised  Statutes,  which  is  virtually  a  re-enactment  of 
the  act  of  February  28, 1795.  This  statute  has  been  construed  by  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  8ta\fta,m^^x\i\?CL  •o.^'CitKJ.'Z  Wkeaton,  19), 
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in  which  opinion  it  wasiooncluded,  the  entire  court  concurring,  that  the 
authority  to  call  into  the  Federal  service,  military  organizations  of  a 
State,  has  been  by  Congress  vested  in  and  delegated  to  the  President  of 
the  United  States. 

Provided  then  that  said  militia  or  military  organization  was  called 
into  service  by  the  President,  said  organization  was  then  part  of  the 
Federal  army,  and  the  soldier  who  was  a  member  of  such  organization, 
is  entitled  to  the  same  benefits  of  the  pension  laws  as  those  who  were 
regularly  mustered. 

Subdivision  3  of  said  section  bestows,  first,  a  pensionable  status 
upon — 

any  peison,  not  an  enlisted  soldier  in  the  army,  aerying  for  the  time  being  aa  a  member 
of  the  militia  of  any  State,  under  orders  of  an  officer  of  the  United  States ; — 

and,  second,  it  bestows  a  pensionable  status  upon  any  person  who— 

volunteered  for  the  time  being  to  serve  with  any  regularly  organized  military  or  naval 
force  of  the  United  States  or  who  otherwise  volunteered  and  rendered  service  in  any 
engagement  with  rebels  or  Indians,  disabled  in  consequence  of  wounds  or  injuries 
received  in  the  line  of  duty  in  saoh  temporary  service. 

A  limitation,  however,  is  put  upon  both  classes  of  those  claiming 
under  subdivision  3,  which  limitation  cuts  off  the  pensionable  status 
unless  said  person  received  a — 

disability  from  wounds  or  injuries  received  in  battle  with  rebels  or  Indians  while  tem- 
porarily rendering  service — 

and  that  no  claim  of  the  aforesaid  persons — 

shall  be  valid  unless  prosecuted  to  a  successful  issue  prior  to  the  4th  day  of  July,  1874. 

It  is  readily  seen  by  the  above  that  there  are  two  classes  embraced 
under  subdivision  3.  The  first  class  covers  those  who  were  militiamen, 
and  the  second  class  those  who  rendered  personal  service,  independent 
of  the  fact  that  they  were  members  of  any  military  organization.  It 
therefore  follows,  that  in  adjudicating  claims  of  militiamen  who  claim 
under  either  subdivision,  by  reason  of  their  being  members  of  certain 
organizations,  it  is  necessary  in  order  to  establish  a  pensionable  status, 
that  the  claimant's  military  organization  must  have  been  legally  placed 
or  served  under  the  direct  authority  of  an  officer  of  the  United  States; 
and  further,  the  limitations  in  subdivision  3  covers  all  who  claim  under 
said  subdivision,  whether  they  claim  by  reason  of  being  members  of 
militia,  or  by  reason  of  individual  service. 

There  are  further  certain  classes  of  individuals  (Missouri  State 
organizations),  which  have  been  made  the  subject  of  special  Congres- 
sional legislation,  as  shown  by  section  4722  of  the  Revised  Statutes. 
The  status  of  these  classes  will  be  discussed  later  in  this  opinion. 

The  test  then  to  be  applied,  when  one  claims  pension  under  the  gen- 
eral law  by  reason  of  the  fact  that  he  waft  a  ixiieitiiX^T  oi  ^^\»^fc^as^^^^^a.^ 
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is  two  fold.  First,  was  the  militia  of  which  he  was  a  member,  called 
into  service  by  the  President  of  the  United  States?  If  so  the  claimant 
has  a^pensionable  status  under  subdivision  1,  section  4693  of  the  Revised 
Statutes;  and  second,  if  the  above  is  answered  in  the  negative,  the  test 
is,  was  the  militia  of  which  he  was>a  member,  acting  under  orders  of 
an  officer  of  the  United  States  during  the  time  at  which  he  alleges  incur- 
rence of  wound  or  injury?  If  this  is  proved  in  the  affirmative,  claim- 
ant has  a  pensionable  status  as  a  member  of  class  1,  subdivision  3, 
section  4693  of  the  Revised  Statutes.  But  it  is  to  be  specially  noted 
that  no  claimant  has  a  pensionable  status  under  either  class  of  subdi- 
vision 3  unless  he  has  incurred  a  wound  or  injury  in  battle  with  rebels 
or  Indians  and  that,  furthermore,  the  claim  must  be  prosecuted  to  a 
successful  issue  prior  to  July  4,  1874. 

Applying  the  above  tests,  opinions  have  been  rendered  regarding  the 
status  of  certain  military  organizations,  falling  under  section  4693,  to 
which  reference  is  hereby  made  as  follows: 

Subdivision  1,  Section  4693^  Revised  Statutes. 

Militia  called  out  and  mustered  into  service  under  the  President's 
proclamation  of  April  15, 1861,  and  who  may  be  disabled  in  the  service, 
are  entitled  to  pension  benefits  of  the  second  section  of  the  act  of 
August  2,  1813.     (Atty.  Gen.  Bates,  10  Op.,  197.) 

Sixth  Regiment  of  Delaware  Volunteers  was  mustered  into  the  service 
of  the  Federal  Grovernment  and  members  of  said  regiment  have  pen- 
sionable status  under  the  general  law.  Dicta  in  Sarah  A.  Kersey 
(Asst.  Sec.  Bussey,  6  P.  D.,  p.  1). 

Company  A,  Indiana  Legion,  was  never  in  the  service  of  the  Federal 
Grovernment.  Widow  of  G.  W.  Devine  (Asst.  Sec.  Reynolds,  112  L.  B., 
461). 

Company  B,  North  Cumberland  Battalion,  Kentucky  State  Guarde, 
was  never  in  the  Federal  service.  Robert  Baldwin  (Asst.  Sec.  Rey- 
nolds, 114  L.  B.,  225i). 

Company  F,  Sixty-fifth  Kentucky  Enrolled  Militia  was  never  in  Fed- 
eral service.     Jonathan  Stanboy  (Asst.  Sec.  Reynolds,  113  L.  B.,  96). 

Company  H,  Fifty-eighth  Pennsylvania  Militia,  was  called  into  ser- 
vice by  the  President  of  the  United  States,  and  members  thereof  have 
pensionable  status  under  the  first  subdivision  of  section  4693,  Revised 
Statutes.     B.  F.  Beazel  (Asst.  Sec.  Bussey,  5  P.  D.  384). 

Forty-seventh  Regiment,  Pennsylvania  Militia  Volunteers,  was  called 
into  service  by  the  President  of  the  United  States,  and  members  of  it 
are  within  the  first  subdivision  of  section  4693,  Revised  Statutes.  Ran- 
dolph M.  Manly  (Asst.  Sec.  Bussey,  5  P.  D.,  295). 

Colonel  McLane's  Erie  Regiment,  Pennsylvania  Militia,  was  solely  a 
State  organization  and  was  nev^v  m  t\i<i  F^d^ral  service,  never  did  any 
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service  for  the  Federal  Government  and  members  thereof  have  no  pen- 
sionable status.     A.  J.  Wolverton  (Asst.  See.  Reynolds,  110  L.  B.,  487). 

Tenth  Pennsylvania  Reserves  was  called  into  service  by  the  President, 
and  members  thereof  have  pensionable  status  within  subdivision  1, 
section  4693,  Revised  Statutes.  William  G.  Triece  (Asst.  Sec.  Reynolds, 
7  P.  D.,  85). 

Forty-second  Pennsylvania  Volunteers  was  in  the  service  of  the 
Federal  Government  for  a  period  subsequent  to  July  13,  1863.  Samuel 
M.  Gring  (Asst.  Sec.  Bussey,  62  L.  B.,  188). 

According  to  the  report  of  the  War  Department  there  are  no  rolls  of 
this  organization  (Third  Quartermaster  Volunteers)  on  file,  and  the 
forces  were  held  by  that  Department  to  have  been  not  a  part  of  the 
volonteer  army  because  never  mustered  into  the  United  States  service. 
A  member  of  said  organization  is,  therefore,  not  pensionable  under  the 
third  paragraph  of  section  4693,  Revised  Statutes,  or  under  the  act  of 
June  27,  1890.  Widow  of  J.  C.  Rambo  (Asst.  Sec.  Reynolds,  111 
Ij.  B.,  68). 

[Note — In  this  decision  the  holding  appears  to  be  upon  the  technical  ground  that 
soldier  waa  never  mustered  into  the  Federal  service,  but  the  facts,  set  out  in  the  opinion, 
show  that  claimant  should  have  been  rejected  on  the  ground  that  said  organization  was 
an  irregular  one,  was  never  a  part  of  the  Federal  army,  and  that  the  issue  as  to  whether 
or  not  said  military  organization  was  a  part  of  the  Federal  army  can  not  be  proved  by 
ex  parte  evidence  uDsapp^rted  by  a  record  of  some  kind.] 

Subdivisions  I  and  3,  Section  ^693^  Revised  Statutes, 

The  existence  of  a  State  military  organization  and  the  fact  that  said 
organization  was  in  the  Federal  service,  can  not  be  proved  by  ex  parte 
affidavits  unsupported  by  a  record  of  any  kind.  Louisa  S.  Norris  (5 
P.  D.,  42,  overi-uled);  Alvin  West  (Asst.  Sec.  Reynolds,  7  P.  D.,  74); 
Widow  of  John  Riling  (ibid,  122  L.  B.,  184). 

Captain  Dickey's  Company  of  Alabama  Volunteer  Scouts  and  Guides, 
was  an  irregular  organization  which  was  hired  for  a  certain  length  of 
time  by  General  Thomas,  at  an  agreed  price  per  diem.  They  were 
never  a  part  of  the  Federal  army  and  the  act  of  March  3,  1869,  pro- 
vided for  their  pay  but  did  not  confer  a  pensionable  status  upon  mem- 
bers of  that  organization.  Marion  Berry  (Asst.  Sec.  Reynolds,  113 
L.  B.,  339);  James  West  (Asst.  Sec.  Reynolds,  126  L.  B.,  214);  M.  R. 
Latham  (Asst.  Sec.  Reynolds,  148  L.  B.,  403. 

Captain  Springfield's  Company  Independent  Scouts  and  Guides  was 
never  in  the  Federal  service  and  have  no  pensionable  status.  Widow 
of  H.  B.  Springfield  (Asst.  Sec.  Reynolds,  115  L.  B.,  457). 

Members  of  Company  F,  Third  Kansas  Volunteer  Militia,  whether 
called  into  service  by  Gen.  S.  R.  Curtis,  or  by  the  governor  of  Kansas, 
have  no  pensionable  status  under  either  subdivision  1  or  class  1,  of  sub- 
division 3,  Bection  4693,  Revised  Statutes.    3o\uiQiq^It«^  VK'sj^V^s^^. 
Beynolds,  7  P.  D.,  461). 
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Company  F,  Twenty-third  Kansas  Militia  was  never  in  the  Federal 
service  and  members  thereof  have  no  title.  Charles  Morasch  (Attt 
Sec.  Reynolds,  121  L.  B.,  51). 

Company  B,  Nineteenth  Kansas  Militia,  was  never  in  the  Federal 
service  and  members  thereof  have  no  pensionable  statas.  James 
Eichardson  (Asst.  Sec.  Reynolds,  121  L.  B.,'159). 

Company  F,  Second  Kansas  Militia,  was  never  in  the  Federal  service 
and  members  thereof  have  no  pensionable  status.  Dennis  Moriarity 
(Asst.  Sec.  Reynolds,  131  L.  B.,  112). 

Fifth  Kansas  State  Militia  was  never  in  the  Federal  service  and  mem- 
bers thereof  have  no  pensionable  status.  Almira  Beyer  (Asst  Sec. 
Reynolds,  120  L.  B.,  310). 

Sandy  Valley  Battalion,  Kentucky  Cavalry  Guards,  was  never  in  the 
Federal  service  and  members  thereof  have  no  pensionable  status. 
James  O'Brien  (Asst.  Sec.  Reynolds,  122  L.  B.,  192). 

Hall's  Gap  Battalion,  Kentucky  State  Troops,  was  never  in  the  Fed- 
eral service  and  members  thereof  have  no  pensionable  status.  William 
Walls  (Asst.  Sec.  Reynolds,  118  L.  B.,  66,  and  John  W.  Short,  ibid,  128 
L.  B.,  247). 

Members  of  the  South  Cumberland  Battalion,  Kentucky  State  Guards, 
have  no  pensionable  status  under  subdivision  1  or  3  of  section  4693, 
Revised  Statutes.    Alvin  West  (Asst.  Sec.  Reynolds,  131  L.  B.  234). 

Company  E,  Mercer  County,  Kentucky,  Infantry,  was  never  in  the 
Federal  service  and  members  thereof  have  no  pensionable  statua  J.  C. 
Donovan  (Asst.  Sec.  Reynolds,  131  L.  B.,  234). 

Seventeenth  Regiment  Green  River  Battalion, Kentucky  State  Guards, 
was  never  in  the  Federal  service  and  members  thereof  have  no  pension- 
able status.    Joseph  P.  MiUs  (Asst.  Sec.  Reynolds,  120  L.  B.,  217). 

Green  River  Battalion,  Kentucky  Troops,  was  never  in  the  Federal 
service  and  members  thereof  have  no  pensionable  status.  Marcus  Tfty- 
lor  (Asst.  Sec.  Bussey,  51  L.  B.,  177). 

The  act  of  April  12,  1871,  denies  a  pensionable  status  to  members  of 
Company  A,  Kansas  City  Station  Guards,  Missouri  Militia.  Thomas 
Smith  (Asst.  Sec.  Reynolds,  132  L.  B.,  371). 

Neither  the  One  hundred  and  sixty-seventh  West  Virginia  Militia 
nor  Captain  Damron's  West  Virginia  Scouts,  was  ever  in  tlie  Federal 
.service  and  members  thereof  have  no  pensionable  status.  Jesse  Jarrel 
(Asst.  Sec.  Reynolds,  111  L.  B.,  365). 

Subdivision  3,  Section  4693^  Revised  Statutes. 

Widows  and  minors  claim  (State  Militia  Volunteers)  are  under  the 
time  limitation  in  the  third  subdivision  of  section  4693,  Revised  Statutes. 
Minors  of  Pharaoh  B.  Long  (Asst.  Sec.  Bussey,  4  P.  D.,  22). 

Claims  of  State  mUitiameu  mw^\»  b^  ^to^^wtAd  to  succeasftd  issue 
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prior  to  July  4,  1874.     A.  T.  Sell  (Asst.  Sec.  Hawkins,  1  P.  D.,  103). 

Maria  C.  Worthington  (Asst.  Sec.  Bussey,  5  P.  D.,203). 

Members  and  widows  of  members  of  the  State  militia  are  not  entitled 

to  pension  unless  such  member  was  wounded  in  battle.     This  case  is 

governed  by  section  9  of  the  act  of  July  4,  1864,  and  the  act  of  March 

25,  1862,  has  no  application.     Martha  A.  Foster  (Sec.  Cox,  6.  L.  B.  P., 

519). 

As  to  the  stains  of  the  Missouri  State  organizaiioTis, 

There  were  in  the  State  of  Missouri,  from  the  outbreak  up  to  the  end 
of  the  late  civil  war,  diflFerent  bodies  of  men  organized  for  military  pur- 
poses under  various  conditions  and  circumstances — the  purposes  for 
which  they  were  organized  varying  greatly.  These  organizations  were : 
The  Three  Months  Volunteers,  the  Six  Months  Militia,  the  Missouri 
State  Militia,  the  Enrolled  Missouri  Militia,  the  Missouri  Home  Guards, 
the  Provisional  Regiments  of  Enrolled  Missouri  Militia,  and  the  Pro- 
visional Companies  of  Enrolled  Missouri  Militia. 

When  President  Lincoln,  on  April  15,  1861,  issued  his  proclamation 
calling  for  75,000  men,  the  State  Government  of  Missouri  refused, 
through  Governor  Jackson,  to  furnish  its  quota,  said  Government,  at 
the  time,  being  in  sympathy  with  the  secession  cause.  Accordingly, 
on  April  30,  1861,  Captain  Lyon,  in  command  of  the  St.  Louis  arsenal, 
was  authorized  by  the  President — said  authorization  being  conveyed 
through  proper  channels — to  enroll  and  equip  not  more  than  10,000 
men  for  the  purpose  of  maintaining  Federal  authority.  Under  this 
order  there  were  some  ten  regiments  formed  which,  at  the  time,  were 
called  Three  Months  Volunteers.  These  regiments,  upon  the  comple- 
tion of  their  organization,  were  mustered  into  the  United  States  service 
and  became  thereby  a  part  of  the  Federal  army,  and  the  members 
thereof  have  consequently  a  pensionable  status  under  subdivision  1, 
section  4693,  Revised  Statutes. 

Later  on  the  said  State  government  was  overthrown,  a  provisional 
government  which  was  in  sympathy  with  the  Federal  Government  was 
formed,  and  said  government,  through  its  governor,  H.  R.  Gamble, 
issued  an  order,  dated  August  24,  1861,  the  terms  of  which  called  for  a 
force  of  42,000  men  *^  for  the  purpose  of  maintaining  the  power  of  the 
Federal  Government."  The  organizations  formed  under  this  order 
were  called  Six  Months  Militia  and  were  organized  wholly  for  the  pur- 
pose of  State  defense.  They  were  never  called  into  the  service  by  the 
President,  never  acted  under  orders  of  an  officer  of  the  United  States 
and,  consequently,  the  members  of  such  Six  Months  Militia  do  not  fall 
within  section  4693  of  the  Revised  Statutes. 

In  December,  1861,  a  military  force  was  organized  in  the  State  of 
Missouri,  under  authority  of  the  War  Department  of  the  United  States, 
which  force  was  known  as  the  Missouri  EtaA/^  '^VVSMvai.    ^V-^^^  ^^:^^\sv 
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these  organizations  from  10,000  to  13,000  men.  They  were  all  enlisted 
and  regularly  mustered  into  the  Federal  service,  and  have,  therefore, 
title  under  subdivision  1,  section  4693,  Kevised  Statutes. 

In  July,  1862,  the  governor  of  Missouri  called  into  the  service  of  bis 
State,  all  arms-bearing  citizens  subject  to  military  duty.  This  was  done 
by  virtue  of  special  order  101,  and  all  organizations  formed  under  said 
order  were  known  as  the  Enrolled  Missouri  Militia.  The  United  States 
Government  furnished  these  troops  with  subsistence  and  transportation, 
with  clothing,  camp  and  garrison  equipage  while  in  active  State  service. 
They  were,  however,  never  called  into  the  service  of  the  United  States 
by  the  President,  never  acted  under  orders  of  any  United  States  officer 
and,  consequently,  are  not  pensionable  under  any  existing  law. 

During  the  year  1861,  there  were  a  large  number  of  military  organi- 
zations in  the  State  of  Missouri,  known  as  the  Missouri  Home  Guards. 
These  organizations  were  not  reorganized  as  militia,  were  never  ordered 
or  accepted  into  the  Federal  service  by  the  President,  but  they  per- 
formed military  service  in  Missouri  during  the  summer  and  fall  of  1861, 
under  the  orders  of  ofl&cers  of  the  United  States,  which  service  was  of 
notable  benefit  to  the  Federal  Government.  By  reason  of  such  service 
an  act  was  passed  on  March  25,  1862,  which  provided  for  pay,  boun^ 
and  pension  to  all  members  of  such  organizations.  On  July  12, 1862, 
however,  payment  was  suspended  under  this  act  and  a  commission  was 
created  which  was  appointed  on  March  18, 1863,  and  is  now  known  by 
the  name  of  its  chairman,  as  the  Hawkins  Taylor  Commission.  To  this 
commission  was  delegated  the  duty  to  examine  and  report  upon  all 
claims  presented  by  persons  under  the  act  of  March  26,  1862.  This 
commission  reported  that  the  Missouri  Home  Guards  were  divided  into 
two  classes,  the  first  of  which  was  composed  of  companies  organized 
for  the  protection  of  their  respective  neighborhoods.  The  commission 
stated  that  the  claims  of  this  class  did  not  come  under  either  the  act  of 
March  25,  1862,  or  the  act  creating  the  Commission.  The  members  of 
class  1  are,  therefore,  held  as  nonpensionable.  Class  2,  however,  was 
made  up  of  all  organizations  which  were  regularly  called  out  and  which 
actually  served  in  the  field  under  authority  from  the  Federal  Grovern- 
ment.  Members  of  class  2  are,  therefore,  heffl  to  be  within  the  general 
law. 

The  decision  of  the  Hawkins  Taylor  Commission,  which  is  based 
upon  its  records,  is  held  to  be  final  so  far  as  actual  service  and  length 
of  service  is  concerned,  and  in  the  Missouri  Home  Guards  claims,  where 
service  is  not  shown  either  by  the  records  of  the  Adjutant-General  of 
the  United  States  or  by  the  report  of  the  Hawkins  Taylor  Commission, 
members  of  such  organizations  have  no  pensionable  status. 

By  virtue  of  a  circular  letter  from  the  Missouri  State  authoritieSf 
dated  February  3, 1863,  the  Provisional  Regiments  of  Enrolled  Missonri 
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Militia  were  formed.  These  regiments  were  made  up  of  a  picked  force 
from  the  Enrolled  Missouri  Militia.  They  were  formed  for  continuous, 
active  service  so  long  as  the  emergency  existed,  and  the  act  of  March  3, 
1873,  was  passed  whereby  the  benefits  of  the  general  law  were  extended 
to  these  organizations.  The  provisions  of  said  act  have  been  incor- 
porated in  the  Kevised  Statutes  in  section  4722,  and  this  section  governs 
the  pensionable  status  of  members  of  the  Provisional  Segiments  of 
Enrolled  Missouri  Militia. 

There  were  organized  in  June,  1864,  military  bodies  which  came  into 
existence  by  virtue  of  General  Order  107,  which  order  emanated  from 
the  adjutant-general  of  the  State,  the  object  of  which,  it  appears,  was 
to  provide  military  bodies  for  State  defense.  These  provisional  com- 
panies were  solely  state  organizations  and  were  organized  for  State  pur- 
poses, none  of  the  companies  appearing  to  have  ever  done  any  Federal 
service.  They  were  never  mustered  into  the  Federal  service  and  were 
never  recognized  by  Federal  authorities.  When  relieved  from  duty, 
their  arms,  ammunitions  and  accoutrements  were  turned  over  to  the 
State.  Members  of  these  organizations  therefore,  are  not  entitled  to 
pension  under  any  law. 

It  may  be  stated  then  as  conclusions  based  upon  the  foregoing : 

The  Three  Months  Volunteers  are  pensionable  under  the  first  subdi- 
vision of  section  4693  of  the  Revised  Statutes. 

The  Six  Months  Militia  are  not  pensionable  under  any  existing  law. 

Company  A,  Kimball's  Six  Months  Militia,  Missouri,  was  never  in 
the  Federal  service.  Joseph  Kennedy  (Asst.  Sec.  Reynolds,  188  L.  B., 
97);  Thomas  Haladay  (Asst.  Sec.  Bussey,  5  P.  D.,  413). 

Company  A,  Mercer  County  Battalion,  Six  Months  Missouri  Militia, 
was  never  in  the  Federal  service,  and  the  act  of  February  15,  1895, 
does  not  apply  to  said  organization.  James  Yanderpool  (Asst.  Sec. 
Reynolds,  188,  L.  B.,  482). 

The  Missouri  State  Militia  are  pensionable  under  the  first  subdivision 
of  section  4693,  Revised  Statutes. 

The  Enrolled  Missouri  Militia  are  not  pensionable  under  any  exist- 
ing law. 

Company  A,  Mercer  County  Battalion,  Missouri  Militia,  was  never  in 
the  Federal  service.     E.  A.  Hunt  (Asst.  Sec.  Reynolds,  183  L.  B.,  441). 

Members  of  the  Enrolled  Missouri  Militia  have  no  pensionable  status 
under  the  general  law,  or  the  act  of  June  27,  1890.  James  H.  Motley 
(Asst.  Sec.  Reynolds,  111  L.  B.,  63);  G.  H.  Daniel  (ibid,  112  L.  B., 
459),  and  John  Schaffer  (ibid,  122  L.  B.,  167). 

A  member  of  Company  I,  Soventy-first  Regiment,  Enrolled  Missouri 
Militia,  is  not  pensionable  under  the  first  paragraph  of  section  4693, 
Revised  Statutes,  not  being  enlisted  in  the  service  of  the  United  States, 
nor  under  the  third  paragraph  of  said  section,  unless  his  claim  W8& 
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prosecuted  to  a  Buocessful  issne  prior  to  Jaly  4,  1874,  not  under  section     ^ 
4722,  Revised  Statutes,  as  the  provisions  of  said  section  do  not  extend  to     . 
the  Enrolled  Missouri  Militia.    John  W.  Delany  (Sec.  Teller,  15  P.  D., 
o.  8.,  353). 

Soldier's  service  being  in  the  Eighty-seventh  Enrolled  Missouri  Mili-  \ 
tia,  which  was  not  in  the  service  of  the  United  States,  a  claim  for  pen- 
sion  by  his  minor  children  is  not  valid  unless  prosecuted  to  a  successful 
issue  prior  to  Jaly  4,  1874,  under  sections  4693  and  4702,  Revised 
Statutes.  Minors  of  Hamilton  S.  Wilson  (Asst.  Sec.  Hawkins,  2  P.  D., 
364). 

There  being  no  record  that  the  Thirty-fourth  Enrolled  Missouri  Mili- 
tia was  in  the  service  of  the  United  States,  and  claim  not  having  been 
prosecuted  to  a  successful  issue,  as  prescribed  by  section  4693,  Revised 
Statutes,  rejection  of  claim  was  proper.  Frank  W.  Toppmeyer  (Sec 
Schurz,  6  P.  D.,  o.  s.,  407). 

The  provisions  of  the  *^joint  resolution  to  restore  the  status  of  the 
Missouri  militia  who  served  during  the  late  war"  do  not  extend  to  the 
Enrolled  Missouri  Militia  nor  to  the  provisional  companies  of  Missouri 
militia.     Widow  of  John  H.  Schuler  (Asst.  Sec.  Reynolds,  8  P.  D.,  462 ). 

Section  4722,  Revised  Statutes,  does  not  extend  the  benefits  of  the 
general  pension  laws  to  the  whole  of  the  Enrolled  Missouri  Militia,  but 
only  to  that  comparatively  small  portion  of  it  that  was  called  the  Pro- 
visional Missouri  Militia  or  the  Provisional  Enrolled  Missouri  Militia, 
and  to  them  only  under  the  circumstances  stated.  Said  section  does 
not  cover  service  in  CJompany  A,  Fifty-sixth  Regiment,  Enrolled  Mis- 
souri Militia ;  and  as  this  claim  was  not  filed  until  1882,  it  is  not  admis- 
sible under  the  third  paragraph  of  section  4693,  Revised  Statutes. 
Mary  A.  Seidenstein  (Sec.  Teller,  12  P.  D.,  o^.  s.,  367). 

Members  of  class  1  of  the  Missouri  Home  Guards  are  not  pensionable 
under  the  first  subdivision,  section  4693,  Revised  Statutes. 

Neither  Major  Rapley's  Battalion,  Company  A,  Missouri  Home 
Guards,  nor  Capt.  William  R.  Gregory's  Company  A,  Butler  County 
Home  Guards,  appears  of  record  by  the  Hawkins  Taylor  Commission 
report,  or  by  the  record  of  the  Adjutant-General  of  the  United  States 
and  members  thereof  have  no  pensionable  status.  Riley  Hatchinson 
(Asst.  Sec.  Reynolds,  126,  L.  B.,  237). 

Neither  the  Jackson  County  Home  Guards  nor  the  Westport  Missouri 
State  Militia  appear  of  record  by  the  Hawkins  Taylor  ConunisBion,  or 
the  Adjutant-General  of  the  United  States  Army ,  and  members  of  these 
organizations  have  no  pensionable  status.  Albert  Flacy  (Asst.  Sec. 
Reynolds,  121  L.  B.,  436). 

Members  of  class  2  of  the  Missouri  Home  Guards  are  pensionable 
under  the  first  subdivision,  section  4693,  Revised  Statutes. 
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Members  of  class  2,  Missouri  Home  Guards,  are  pensionable  under 
first  subdivision,  section  4693,  Revised  Statutes.  Messer  and  Morrison 
(Asst.  Sec.  Bussy,  6  P.  D.,  20). 

The  ofl&cers  and  members  of  the  German  Regiment,  Missouri  Home 
Guards,  their  widows  and  children,  are  entitled  to  pension.  Charles 
J.H.  Noach  (Sec.  Schurz,  7.  P.  D.,  o.  s.,  250). 

The  Provisional  Regiments  of  Enrolled  Missouri  Militia  are  pension- 
able under  the  first  subdivision,  section  4693,  Revised  Statutes. 

The  claim  of  a  member  of  a  provisional  regiment.  Enrolled  Missouri 
Militia,  comes  under  section  4722,  Revised  Statutes,  but  the  United 
States  is  not  charged  with  any  duty  in  regard  to  the  records  of  the 
military  forces  to  which  such  section  applies,  as  such  forces  were  within 
the  State  of  Missouri,  and  cooperating  with  the  United  States  forces; 
and  the  decision  in  James  H.  Carpenter,  concerning  the  records  of  the 
War  Department,  does  not  apply,  as  it  refers  only  to  those  organiza- 
tions which  were  accepted. into  the  service  of  the  United  States.  John 
C.  Hargraves  (Sec.  Kirkwood,  9  P.  D.,  o.  s.,  166). 

Provisional  Regiments,  Enrolled  Missouri  Militia,  are  pensionable 
under  section  4722,  Revised  Statutes.  Messer  and  Morrison  (Asst.  Sec. 
Bussey,  6  P.  I>.,  20). 

The  provisional  companies  of  Enrolled  Missouri  Militia  were  com- 
panies organized  under  General  Order  107,  which  emanated  from  the 
governor  of  Missouri,  and  members  thereof  are  not  entitled  to  pension 
under  any  law. 

Capt.  Cook's  Company,  Boone  County  Provisional  Enrolled  Missouri 
Militia,  was  a  provisional  company  and  members  of  such  organization 
have  no  pensionable  status.  Thomas  Hudnel  (Asst.  Sec.  Reynolds,  118 
L.  B.,  488). 

It  may  be  stated  that  nothing  in  this  opinion  should  be  construed  as 
catting  off  the  pensionable  status  of  any  individual  who  claims  by 
reason  of  individual  personal  service  under  subdivision  3,  section  4693, 
Revised  Statutes,  subject,  however,  to  the  limitations  therein  contained; 
and  that  the  report  of  the  Hawkins  Taylor  Commission  is  conclusive 
only  as  to  those  organizations  which  were  in  existence  at  the  time  the 
said  commission  closed  its  examination. 

But  little  need  be  said  as  to  applicability  of  the  act  of  June  27, 1890, 
to  members  of  the  different  State  militia  or  State  military  organizations. 
A  condition  precedent  for  pensionable  status  under  said  act,  is  90  days 
service  in  the  military  or  naval  forces  of  the  United  States,  and  an 
honorable  discharge  from  such  service.  It,  therefore,  follows,  that 
unless  a  soldier  was  in  the  military  or  naval  service  of  the  United 
States  (his  status  being  determined  by  subdivision  1,  or  class  1,  subdivis- 
ion 3  of  section  4693,  Revised  Statutes),  he  does  not  fall  within  'the  pro- 
visions of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890;  and  in  mau^  ot  Wife  ^<^y^vcs<c^  ^sij^^ 
p.  D. — VOL.  8 34 
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in  this  opinion  it  has  been  held  that  claimants  are  not  entitled  to  the 
beni^lits  of  said  act,  for  the  reason  that  they  were  never  in  the  military 
or  naval  service  of  the  United  States. 

By  joint  resolution  approved  February  15,  1895,  the  provisions  of 
the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  were  extended  to  "officers  and  privates  of  the 
Missouri  State  Militia  and  the  Provisional  Missouri  Militia,"  thus  vir- 
tually allowing  a  pensionable  status  under  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  to 
those  individuals  who  were  pensionable  according  to  the  general  law 
under  section  4722,  Revised  Statutes. 

The  provisions  of  the  "joint  resolution  to  restore  the  status  of  the 
Missouri  militia  who  served  during  the  late  war"  do  not  extend  to  the 
Enrolled  Missouri  Militia  nor  to  the  provisional  companies  of  Missouri 
militia.     Widow  of  John  H.  Schuler  (Asst.  Sec.  Reynolds,  8  P.D.,4fi2). 

It  may  be  further  stated  that  the  report  of  the  Hawkins  Taylor  Cora- 
mission  is  accepted  as  final,  under  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  as  to  length 
of  service,  if  the  report  of  said  commission  ahows  that  it  passed  upon 
that  question. 

The  Departmental  decisions  rendered  in  this  case  on  January  9,  1897. 
is  liereby  recalled  and  set  aside  and  the  within  substituted  therefor. 

The  action  appealed  from  is  affirmed. 


disciiarqi:-promotion-act  of  june  s7,  1890. 

Mary  Landfrit  (widow). 

A  discharge  of  an  enlisted  man  by  reason  of  liis  promot  on  to  a  higher  rank  (lientenAnt^ 
is  not  a  discharge  within  the  meaning  of  the  net  of  June  27,  1>^90,  the  purpiscot  .•^id 
discharge  is  not  to  terminate  his  service  but  to  retain  him  in  the  service  in  a  higher 
grade,  and  when  such  soldier  -was,  after  his  promotion,  dismissed  from  the  servicf 
by  sentence  of  a  court-martial  hecixn  not  be  held  to  have  been  honorably  dischar^wl. 

Assii<fant   Secretary   John    M,    Reynolds   to    the    Commissioner    of    Peumnf, 

May  12,  1893, 

Herewith  are  returned  the  papers  in  claim  No.  509,005  of  Mary  Land- 
frit,  for  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  ISilO. 

Soldier,  Adam  Liindfrit,  was  pensioned  under  the  general  pension  law 
at  S'S  ])er  month,  on  account  of  rheumatism  and  resulting  disease'  of 
heart,  and  on  ^larcli  28,  1891,  died  from  pneumonia. 

On  February  24,  1891,  he  had  filed  a  claim  under  the  act  of  June  27. 
1S90,  and  after  his  death  the  widow  filed  her  claim  under  said  act.   j 
Both  of  these  claims  were  rejected  on  the  ground  that  said  Landfrii 
was  not  honorably  discharged  from  the  service,  but  dismissed  by  sen- 
tei)co  of  court-martial. 
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The  appeal  is  based  apon  the  contention  of  the  attorney,  that  the 
ground  of  rejection,  as  stated ^  contains  a — 

Miastatemeut  of  fact  and  a  misinterpretation  of  the  law. 

It  is  contended  that  the  soldier  was  honorably  discharged  from  his 
**  first  service,"  after  a  period  of  service  of  more  than  90  da3's;  and  that 
*^no  event  of  a  subsequent  service  "  bars  his  right,  or  that  of  his  widow, 
to  pension  under  said  act. 

The  act  of  June  27,  1890,  confers  tlie  right  to  pension,  under  certain 
specified  conditions,  upon  all  persons,  and  upon  the  widows  of  all  per- 
sons— 

Who  served  90  days  or  more  in  the  military  or  naval  service  of  the  United  States,  dur- 
ing the  late  war  of  the  rehelliou,  and  who  have  been  honorably  discharged  tliereftom. 

The  question  sought  to  be  raised  by  this  appeal  is,  whether  in  case  a 
soldier  has  rendered  two  or  more  separate  and  distinct  terms  of  service 
during  the  war  of  the  rebellion,  and  has  been  honorably  discharged 
from  the  first  term,  after  having  served  therein  more  than  90  days,  liis 
honorable  discharge  from  this  first  service  entitles  him  or  his  widow  to 
the  benefits  of  this  act,  notwithstanding  that  ho  was  dishonorably  dis- 
charged from  a  subsequent  service. 

This  soldier  enlisted  September  16, 1861,  and  served  as  a  noncommis- 
sioned officer,  first  sergeant  of  Company  B,  Fifth  Ohio  Cavalry,  until 
July  19,  1862,  when  he  was  discharged  by  reason  of  promotion  to 
second  lieutenant,  same  company  and  regiment.  Was  this  an  honor- 
able discharge  from  the  service,  within  the  meaning  of  said  act  of  June 
27,  1890?  If  so,  is  the  right  to  pension  defeated  by  the  soldier's  subse- 
quent dishonorable  discharge? 

As  to  the  first  question,  the  Department  is  of  the  opinion  that  a  dis- 
charge granted  a  soldier  by  reason  of  his  promotion  to  a  higher  rank  is 
not  a  discharge  from  the  service,  W'ithin  the  meaning  of  said  act  of  Con- 
gress. The  purpose  of  said  discharge  is  not  to  terminate  the  soldier's 
service,  but  to  retain  him  in  the  service  in  a  higher  rank.  The  dis- 
charge in  such  case  is  an  incident  of  the  promotion,  necessary  to  give 
it  elTect.  In  fact  on  the  promotion  of  one  who  is  already  a  commis- 
sioned officer,  no  formal  discharge  is  granted.  Such  discharge  is  neces- 
sary only  in  case  of  promotion  of  an  enlisted  man  by  granting  him  a 
commission,  and  in  such  case  it  is  not  a  discharge  from  the  service. 

The  second  question,  as  above  stated,  has  heretofore  been  ruled  upon, 
notably  in  the  case  of  Susan  Colgiu  (5  P.  D.,  127),  and  case  of  James 
Cullen  (6  P.  D.,  72).  In  these  cases  it  has  been  held  in  effect,  that  the 
honorable  discharge  required  to  give  title  to  pension  under  said  act  of 
Congress,  is  a  discharge  which  terminated,  finally,  the  period  of  his 
service,  '^during  the  war  of  the  rebellion;"  and  that,  as  a  consequence, 
the  failure  to  obtain  an  honorable  diseVvar^^  iTO\ft.  \Xv^  \5\.sjKi  XRrws.  vn^ 
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service  defeats  the  right  to  pension  under  said  act.  The  principle 
announced  in  these  cases  is  approved  and  adhered  to.  It  follows,  there- 
fore, that  the  rejection  of  the  invalid  and  widow's  claims,  in  this  case, 
in  conformity  with  the  cases  cited,  must  be  affirmed. 


l.ine  of  duty- athletic  sports. 

Henry  Newman. 

This  claim  was  rejected  on  the  ground  that  the  alleged  diaability  was  reoeiTed  bv 
claimant  while  he  was  engaged  in  playing  a  game  of  base  ball,  not  in  the  lioe  of 
daty.  Upon  the  report  of  the  War  Department  that  there  are  no  orders  directiDg 
soldiers  to  play  hase  ball,  bat  that  the  Department  enoonrages  athletic  sports  by 
enlisted  men  as  promoting  the  efficiency  of  the  men,  and  it  bas  been  the  rule  to 
regard  injuries  received  by  the  officers  and  enlisted  men  while  engaged  in  snch 
sports  in  camp  or  garrison  as  incurred  in  line  of  duty,  it  is  held  that  the  rejection 
on  the  gtx)und,  alone,  that  said  disability  was  incurred  while  playing  base  ball  was 
eiTor,  and  the  case  is  remanded  for  further  investigation  as  to  the  circumstaDces 
uuder  which  such  disability  was  incurred,  and  further  adjudication. 

Assistant   Secretary  John    M.   Reynolds  to    the    Commissioner   of  Pensi<mt, 

October  10,  1896. 

The  appellant  filed  a  claim  for  pension  under  the  general  law  on  the 
19th  day  of  August,  1895,  alleging  among  other  things  that  while  in 
service  and  line  of  duty  at  Fort  Buford,  N.  Dak.,  on  or  about  the  8th 
of  May,  1895,  he  sustained  a  fracture  of  left  knee  cap  while  exercising— 
playing  base  ball — and  that  as  a  result  he  can  not  walk  without  limp- 
ing, and  at  times  is  very  stiff. 

His  claim  was  rejected  October  26, 1895,  on  the  ground  that  claimant 
did  not  incur  the  alleged  fracture  of  the  left  knee  in  line  of  duty,  as 
he  was  playing  ball  at  the  time  for  his  own  amusement,  and  was  not 
engaged  in  the  performance  of  any  military  duty. 

From  said  action  an  appeal  was  taken  December  20,  1895,  the  cause 
of  rejection  being  assigned  as  error,  contending  that  he  was  required  to 
exercise  for  purpose  of  health,  and  that  when  the  base  balls  and  other 
equipments  for  exercise  were  distributed  to  the  men  they  were  shown 
a  written  order  that  the  performance  of  such  exercise  was  in  the  line  of 
duty. 

I  considered  the  appeal  and  on  the  9th  day  of  May,  1896,  held : 

That  the  evidence  is  not  deemed  sufficient  to  warrant  either  an  allowance  or  a  rejec- 
tion of  the  claim,  and  that  final  action  should  not  be  taken  untU  the  oironmstances  are 
definitely  ascertained  and  intelligently  set  forth. 

Your  Bureau  appears  to  have  taken  further  action  in  the  case,  June 
12,  J896,  as  follows: 
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Approved  for  rejection  on  the  gronnds  set  forth  in  former  action,  October  26,  1895, 
and  the  later  report  from  the  War  Department,  made  in  parsnance  of  decision  of  the 
Honorable  Assistant  Secretary,  does  not  appear  to  furnish  cause  for  a  change  of  action. 
See  direction  of  the  Chief  of  the  Board  of  Review  attached. 

The  following  is  a  copy  of  a  slip  attached  to  the  face  brief,  as  referred 
to  in  the  action  of  rejection,  signed  by  the  Chief  of  the  Board  of  Review : 

The  Department  has  repeatedly  held  that  for  pensionable  purposes  this  Bureau  and 
not  the  War  Department  is  the  judge  of  line  of  duty,  and  in  its  decisions  in  the  Helmer  and 
Harrison  cases  (vol.  7,  p.  376  and  97)  it  has  held  that  a  soldier,  while  in  the  performance 
of  those  duties  which  the  law  requires  of  him  as  a  military  duty,  is  in  the  line  of  duty. 
We  find  from  the  recent  report  of  the  War  Department  that  there  are  neither  special 
nor  general  orders  directing  soldiers  to  play  base  ball,  but  that  athletic  sports  are 
encouraged  by  the  Department  as  promoting  the  efficiency  of  the  men. 

Ihe  question  in  this  case  then  is  as  to  whether  or  not  the  engagement  of  soldier  at  the 
time  when  he  received  the  injury,  for  which  pension  is  claimed,  was  with  him  imperative 
or  optional.  The  War  Department  admits  that  there  are  no  orders  directing  soldiers  to 
play  base  ball,  but  that  it  encourages  such  sports.  It  is  clear,  therefore,  that  the  sol- 
dier had  the  free  choice  of  declining  to  take  part  in  a  game  of  ball,  an  amusement  which 
at  the  same  time  is  accompanied  with  hazard  and  danger  to  life  and  limb,  and  having 
participated  in  such  amusement  of  his  own  volition  and  not  by  direction  the  Govern- 
emment  is  not  liable  for  injuries  received  during  such  engagement  to  the  extent  of 
granting  him  a  pension.  The  former  practice  of  this  Bureau  to  pension  soldiers  for 
injuries  i-eceived  while  engaged  in  harmless  athletic  exercises  or  sport  has  been  expressly 
overruled  by  the  Department  in  the  Helmer  decision  (p.  377  and  380)  and  under  that 
case  this  decision  will  be  rejected  upon  grounds  herein  indicated,  and  this  slip  should 
be  attached  to  the  face  brief. 

From  said  action  an  appeal  was  taken  July  6,  1896,  the  cause  of 
rejection  being  assigned  as  error,  contending  that  the  said  action  was 
summary  and  not  consistent  with  the  former  ruling  in  the  case,  as  he 
was  not  afforded  an  opportunity  to  prove  that  his  injury  of  knee  was 
incurred  while  in  line  of  duty. 

On  the  28th  of  May,  1896,  you  forwarded  the  following  communica- 
tion to  the  Adjutant-General  of  the  United  States  Army : 

Resx)ectfuUy  returned  to  the  Adjutant-General,  United  States  Army,  for  further  report 
as  to  incurrence  of  injury  resulting  in  fracture  of  left  knee  cap.  It  appears  from  the 
statement  of  claimant  that  his  injury  was  received  while  playing  baseball,  in  which 
statement  he  is  supported  by  the  record.  In  similar  cases  it  has  been  held  by  this 
Bureau  the  playing  of  base  ball  was  an  exercise  in  which  soldiers  engaged  of  their  own 
free  will  and  for  their  own  recreation  and  that,  therefore,  injuries  incurred  while  so 
doing  were  not  to  be  considered  as  incurred  in  the  line  of  duty.  In  view,  however,  of 
the  record  which  shows  that  claimant  was  *Mn  the  line  of  duty"  at  the  time  of  the 
incurrence  of  the  injury,  I  will  thank  you  for  report  as  to  whether  or  not  claimant  was 
at  the  time  under  orders  to  engage  in  the  playing  of  base  ])al\  or,  if  not  under  special 
orders,  whether  there  are  any  general  orders  issued  by  the  War  Department  which 
require  soldiers  to  play. 

The  following  being  the  reply  of  the  Adjutant-General : 

Respectfully  returned  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions.  Special  orders  are  never- 
issued  direotiDg  aoldiere  to  play  base  ball,  not  atft  tWt^  uxv^  ^<kv\«\\!\  Qt\^\a»«>^'^\^'»<:^^ 
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ject,  bat  athletic  sports  by  enlisted  men  are  encouraged  by  the  Department  as  promot- 
ing the  efficiency  of  the  men,  and  it  has  been  the  rule  of  the  Sargeon-General,  concaired 
in  by  the  Department,  to  regard  injuries  received  by  officers  and  enlisted  men  while 
engaged  in  athletic  sports  in  camp  or  garrison  as  incurred  in  line  of  duty.  See  circninr  4 
Surgeon-GeneraPs  Office,  July  28,  1885,  and  paragraph  30,  circular,  Snrgeon-Genemrs 
Office,  May  11,  1893. 

It  would  also  appear  that  such  was  the  ruling  of  the  Pension  Office  as  per  ruling  73, 
United  States  Pension  Office,  dated  April  30,  1882. 

Circular  4,  referred  to  in  the  above  commuuication,  reads  as  follows: 

Injuries  received  by  officers  and  enlisted  men  while  engaged  in  athletic  sports,  prop- 
erly indulged  in  by  them  while  in  camp  or  garrison,  are  to  be  regarded  as  incurred  in 
the  line  of  duty,  provided  ordinary  care  and  prudence  were  exercised,  and  that  the 
games  indulged  in  were  not  of  an  unfriendly  nature  nor  in  pursuance  of  any  wager. 

Paragraph  30,  of  the  circular  of  the  Surgeon-General's  OflSce,  May  9, 
1893,  is  as  follows : 

When  a  medical  officer  expresses  the  opinion  that  an  injury  occurring  during  athletic 
sports,  properly  indulged  in,  was  received  in  the  line  of  duty,  the  opinion  is  accepted  hy 
this  Office  as  satisfactory  and  final*. 

In  Helmer's  appeal  (7  P.  D.,  379)  the  following  opinion  of  Attorney- 
General  Caleb  Cushing  is  quoted  as  establishing  the  law  in  regard  to  the 
subject  of  line  of  duty. 

Every  person  who  enters  the  military  service  of  the  country — officer,  soldier,  sailor, 
or  marine — tiikcs  ux)on  himself  certain  moral  or  legal  engagements  of  duty,  which  t*on- 
stitnte  his  official  or  professional  obligations.  While  in  the  performance  of  those  Uiings 
which  the  law  requires  of  him  as  military  duty,  he  is  in  the  line  of  his  dut3'.  In  a<ldi- 
tion  to  this,  a  soldier  or  sailor,  like  any  other  man,  has  the  physical  faculty  of  doing 
many  things  wliich  are  in  violation  of  duties,  either  general  or  special,  and  in  doing 
these  things  he  is  not  acting  in  the  line  of  his  duty.  Around  all  these  acts  of  the  sol- 
dier or  sailor,  which  are  official  in  their  nature,  the  pension  law  draws  a  legislative  line, 
and  then  they  say  to  the  soldier  or  sailor:  If  while  performing  these  acts  which  are 
within  that  line,  you  thereby  incur  disability,  or  death,  you  or  your  widow  or  diildren, 
as  the  case  may  be,  shall  receive  a  pension  or  other  allowance,  but  not  if  the  disabili^ 
or  death  arises  from  acts  performed  outside  of  that  line,  that  is,  absolutely  disconnected 
from  and  wholly  independent  of  the  performance  of  duty.  Was  the  cause  of  disability 
or  of  death  a  cause  within  the  line  of  duty  or  outside  of  it  ?  W^as  that  cause  appertain- 
ing to,  dei)endent  upon,  or  otherwise  necessarily  and  essentially  connected  with  duty 
within  the  line,  or  was  it  unappurtenant,  independent,  and  not  of  neces.«aTy  and  essen- 
tial connection?  That,  in  my  judgment,  is  the  true  test  eriterinn  of  that  class  of  pen- 
sion cases  under  considemtion. 

I  do  not  see  wherein  the  facts  of  this  case,  as  they  appear  from  the 
record  (the  record  being  used  merely  as  evidence),  show  that  the  sol- 
dier was  not  in  the  line  of  his  duty. 

It  is  true  that  there  was  no  general  or  specific  order  issued  by  the  War 
Department,  directing  the  soldiers  to  play  base  ball,  but  the  Adjutant- 
General  says  that — 

Athletic  sports  by  enlisted  men  are  encouraged  by  the  Department  as  promoting  the 
efficiency  of  the  men,  and  it  baa  been.  t\x<^  T\x\\\i^  ol  tl\^  Sar^eon-Geneial,  concurred  in 
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by  the   Department,  to  regard  injuries  received  by  officers  and  enlisted  men  while 
engaged  in  athletic  sports  in  camp  and  garrison  as  incurred  in  line  of  duty. 

The  soldier  was  not  disobeying  any  order  or  command  of  the  army 
while  engaged  in  the  game  of  base  ball  which  resulted  in  his  injury, 
but  upon  the  other  hand  was  performing  an  exercise  calculated  to 
strengthen  his  body  and  make  him  a  more  efficient  soldier.  Surely  an 
exercise  of  that  kind,  when  properly  indulged  in,  was  appurtenant  to 
his  line  of  duty,  although  not  compelled  in  its  performance  by  any  rule 
or  regulation  of  the  army. 

In  Helmer's  and  Harrison's  appeals  the  facts  clearly  show  that  said 
soldiers  were  not  in  the  line  of  duty.  In  the  one  the  soldier  had  gone 
to  the  battlefield  merely  for  his  own  curiosity  and  satisfaction,  after 
having  been  warned  by  his  captain  that  his  horse  was  a  vicious  one 
and  would,  in  all  probability  throw  and  injure  him ;  and  in  the  other 
the  soldier  was  merely  in  pursuit  of  pleasure  while  hunting  in  the  forest. 

I  do  not  consider  the  decision  in  Helmer's  appeal  as  authority  for  the 
rejection  of  this  claim. 

Therefore,  after  a  careful  consideration  of  all  the  facts  in  this  case, 
I  am  of  the  opinion  that  your  Bureau  erred  in  rejecting  the  claim,  for 
the  reasons  set  forth  in  this  opinion. 

The  rejection  is  reversed,  the  claim  to  be  further  considered  on  its 
merits,  and,  if  deemed  necessary,  the  appellant  to  be  called  upon  to  fur- 
nish further  testimony. 


service-piiiot-enlisted  man. 

Susannah  Mackey  (widow). 

A  pilot  serving  on  a  vessel  of  the  navy  is  not  an  officer  or  enlisted  man,  but  merely  an 
employee  for  tbe  time  being.  He  is  not  entitled  to  pension  under  the  second  sec- 
tion of  the  act  of  Jane  27,  1890.  A  widow  of  a  pilot  is  nqt  entitled  under  the  third 
section  of  said  act. 

Assistant   Secretary    John   M.    Reynolds    to    the    Commissioner   of   Pensions^ 

May  2'J,  1895. 

The  appellant,  Susannah  Mackey,  filed  an  application  for  pension 
under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  on  the  28th  of  September,  1893.  She 
allies  that  her  husband,  Francis  Mackey,  enlisted  in  December,  1864, 
as  a  pilot  on  the  U.  8.  schooner  Stonewall  and  served  at  least  90  days  and 
was  honorably  discharged,  and  died  on  the  17th  of  March,  1886.  Her 
claim  was  rejected  on  the  ground  that  her  husband  was  not  an  officer 
or  an  enlisted  man  in  the  service  of  the  United  States.  From  this 
action  an  appeal  is  taken. 

The  Fourth  Auditor  of  the  Treasury  repoT^fcd  mtA^t  ^^X^  ^i  ^^livKJviRx 
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26,  1893,  that  Francis  Mackey  was  appointed  pilot  on  the  SionetcoR, 
October  28,  1864,  and  served  thereon  to  April  25,  1865,  when  he  was 
discharged. 

The  third  section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  provides  that  if  any 
officer  or  enlisted  man  who  served  90  days  or  more  in  the  Army  or  Navy 
of  the  United  States  during  the  late  war  of  the  rebellion  and  who  was 
honorably  discharged  has  died,  or  shall  hereafter  die,  his  widow  upon 
furnishing  the  proof  required  by  said  section  shall  be  entitled  to  a  pen- 
sion. It  will  be  observed  that  the  pension  referred  to  is  provided  only 
for  the  widows  of  officers  and  enlisted  men. 

Pilots  were  not  officers  or  enlisted  men  within  the  meaning  of  the  law. 
They  were  employed  or  appointed  for  service  for  the  time  being.  They 
do  not  therefore  belong  to  the  classes  of  persons  for  who^e  widows  pen- 
sion is  provided  by  section  3  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890.  The  action 
rejecting  the  claims  to  which  the  appeal  relates  is  therefore  affirmed. 


marriage— decree  of  nul.i-.ity— evidence. 

Catharine  Tyge  (now  Maher). 

Claimant's  oaiue  was  dropped  from  the  x>eD8ion  roll  in  consequence  of  her  remarriage  lo 
one  Cornelius  Maher.  She  claims  restoration  on  the  ground  that  the  marriage  to 
Maher  was  void  by  reason  of  the  fact  that  he  had  another  wife  living  at  the  time, 
and,  in  support  of  the  claim,  files  a  decree  of  nullity  gmnted  by  a  Kentucky  coart 
•in  1891.  Evidence  obtained  by  special  examination  shows  that  Maher  had  been 
twice  married  but  that  both  wives  had  died  before  he  married  claimant. 

Ifeldj  That  the  question  at  issue  (the  existence  of  au  impediment  to  valid  marriage 
between  Maher  and  claimant  in  1868)  being  solely  one  of  fact,  the  Pension  Bureaa 
is  not  bound,  in  relation  thereto,  by  the  decision  of  any  other  tribunal. 

Assistant    Secretai*y   John   M,    Reynolds    to   the    Commmioner    of   PeTmon$, 

August  22 J  1896. 

It  appears  from  the  evidence  in  this  case  that  the  claimant  was  in 
March,  1888,  granted  a  pension  as  the  widow  of  Michael  Tyge,  formerly 
a  soldier  in  Company  H,  First  Kentucky  Infantry,  and  that  said  pen- 
sion was  made  to  cease  on  June  7,  1868,  by  reason  of  her  remarriage 
to  one  Cornelius  Maher.  On  November  21,  1890,  she  made  application 
to  have  her  pension  restored  on  the  ground  that  her  marriage  to  Maher 
was  null  and  void,  the  said  Maher  having  had  a  wife  living  at  the  time 
he  was  married  to  her.  A  decree  of  nullity  was  rendered  by  tlie  circuit 
court  of  Fleming  County,  Ky.,  at  the  November  term,  1891.  The  Pen- 
sion Bureau,  however,  on  April  25,  1896,  after  a  special  examination, 
held  that  the  marriage  to  Matvet  ^«ja  l^^wl  and  refused  to  restore  the 
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claimant's  name  to  the  pension  roll.    An  appeal  was  filed  May  16, 1896, 
the  contention  of  which  is  that — 

It  is  not  the  province  of  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  to  question  the  safficiencj  of 
the  testimony  that  satisfies  a  court  of  record,  and  especially  so  when  the  action  of  the 
oonrt  is  in  aocordance  with  both  statute  and  common  law. 

The  only  evidence  adduced  before  the  court  in  1891,  to  show  that 
Maher  had  a  wife  living  at  the  time  of  his  marriage  to  the  claimant 
was  the  deposition  of  one  Bell  Buggies  to  the  effect  that  Maher  had 
repeatedly  told  him  in  conversations,  since  his  marriage  to  claimant, 
that  he  had  a  wife  living  in  Illinois. 

Special  examination  in  March,  1896,  developed  the  fact  that  Maher 
was  married  in  1848  or  1849,  at  Cincinnati,  Ohio,  to  one  Jane  Lyons, 
who  died  about  1855,  and  in  1856  he  married  a  woman  named  Margaret 
Doyle.  She  died  in  November,  1867,  and  he  was  married  to  the  claim- 
ant on  June  7,  1868.  He  left  her  about  ten  years  ago  and  is  said  to 
have  died  in  the  fall  of  1895.  There  is  no  evidence  that  he  was  ever 
married  in  Illinois  or  that  he  had  any  wife  other  than  the  three  women 
above  named.  The  witness.  Bell  Ruggles,  testified  before  the  special 
examiner  that  he  never  heard  Maher  say,  after  his  marriage  to  the  claim- 
ant, that  he  had  another  wife  living. 

The  question  as  to  whether  Maher  had  a  wife  living  when  he  married 
the  claimant  is  one  of  fact  to  be  determined  from  the  evidence,  and  upon 
such  a  question  the  Pension  Bureau  is  not  bound  by  the  decision  of  any 
other  tribunal.  The  evidence  leaves  no  reasonable  doubt  that  Maher 
was  free  to  contract  marriage  in  1868,  and  that  his  marriage  to  the  claim- 
ant was  valid.     The  action  of  the  Bureau  is,  therefore,  affirmed. 


medical.  examination,  act  of  march  2,  1895-practicei 

Charles  M.  Campbell. 

The  rejection  of  a  claim  subseqaent  to  the  approval  of  the  act  of  March  2,  1895,  upon 
a  certificate  of  a  medical  examination  which  fails  to  state  >vhat  rate,  if  any,  claim- 
ant's condition  entitles  him  to  receive,  in  the  judgment  of  the  board,  as  required  by 
said  act,  is  error. 

AssistarU  Secretary  John    M,    Reynolds    to   the    Commissioner   of   Pensions ^ 

September  13,  1895, 

The  appellant  in  this  case  filed  a  declaration  for  pension  April  2, 1894, 
under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  in  which  he  alleged  rheumatism  and 
disease  of  urinary  organs. 

On  May  31,  1895,  the  claim  was  rejected  on  the  ^towud  q>€  \^^  x*i>^yi^\fc 
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degree  of  disability,  from  which  action  an  appeal  was  taken  August  12, 
1895. 

The  only  medical  examination  ander  said  claim  was  made  March  20, 
1895,  and  no  rates  were  given  in  the  certificate  by  the  surgeons  as 
required  by  the  act  of  March  2,  1895.  From  the  description  given  of 
appellant's  condition  he  may  be  entitled  to  a  rate.  Your  rejection 
based  on  the  report  of  said  medical  examination  was  error  and  is  hereby 
overruled,  with  directions  to  cause  the  soldier  to  be  again  examined 
under  the  act  of  March  2,  1895,  and  upon  receipt  of  the  surgeon's 
report  you  will  readjudicate  the  claim. 
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ABANDONMENT. 

When  Mmon  are  Entitled  on  Widow's  Abandonment  of  them. 

Where  sitisfactory  evidence  has  been  presented  to  the  Commissioner  of 
Pensions  that  .1  widow  has  abandoned  the  care  of  the  minor  children  of  a 
deceased  soldier.  ••  or  is  an  unsuitable  person,  by  reason  of  immoral  conduct, 
to  have  the  custody  of  the  same,"  such  children  may  be  pensioned  in  the 
same  manner  as  if  no  widow  had  survived  such  soldier,  regardless  of  a 
certificate  of  a  probate  court  as  to  such  fact^. 

Charles  and  Caroline  McElhaney 42 

Fanctions  of  Commissioner. 

The  words  **on  presentation  of  satisfactory  evidence  thereof  to  the  Commis- 
sioner of  Pensions,"  as  used  in  section  4706,  Revised  Statutes,  import  that 
the  Commissioner's  function  in  cases  arising  thereunder  is  not  merely 
executive,  but  judicial  as  well. 

Clmrles  and  Caroline  McElhaney. 42 

ACCRUED   PENSION. 

What  Claims  to  be  Considered  Pending. 

Where  a  soldier's  claim  for  pension  stands  rejected  at  the  time  of  his  death 
on  the  ground  that  the  records  of  the  War  Department  show  a  certain  fact 
on  which  alone  such  rejection  is  based,  and  he  applied-to  said  Department 
for  correction  of  such  record,  which  is  subsequently  determined  by  that 
Department  to  have  been  erroneous,  and  is  corrected  accordingly,  such 
claim  shall  be  considered  as  pending  within  the  meaning  of  section  4718, 
Revised  Statutes,  and  of  the  act  of  March  2,  1H95,  although  it  was  never 
formally  reopened  during  his  lifetime,  nor  any  application  made  by  him  to 
the  Bureau  of  Pensions  to  have  it  reopened. 

Jacob  Wolhart 226 

.  When  the  claim  of  a  soldier  for  pension  or  increase  of  pension  was  rejected 
by  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  during  his  life,  and  he  died  so  soon  there- 
after that  he  had  no  opportunity  to  ask  for  a  reconsideration  of  the  case  or 
to  take  an  appeal  to  this  Department,  the  claim  may  be  reopened  after  his 
death  and  prosecuted  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  widow  or  children. 
Ibid, 

.  When  a  soldier's  claim  for  pension  stands  rejected  by  the  Bureau  of  Pensions 
at  *he  time  of  his  death  on  the  ground  that  the  records  of  the  War  Depart- 
ment show  a  certain  fact,  upon  which  alone  rejection  is  based,  which  is 
subsequently  determined  by  that  Department  to  have  been  erroneous,  and 
is  corrected  accordingly,  such  claim  will  be  considered  as  pending  within 
the  meaning  of  the  act  of  March  2,  1895. 

Henry  Groppe ^®5^ 
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I 


What  Glaimi  to  be  Coiuidered  not  Pending. 

4.  Where  a  soldier's  claim  stands  rejected  at  the  time  of  his  death  on  another 

than  the  sole  ground  that  the  records  of  the  War  Department  show  a  cer. 
tain  fact  or  facts,  and  he  made  no  effort  within  a  reasonable  time  to  reopen 
it,  it  shall  be  considered  as  not  pending  within  the  meaning  of  section  i'Ab. 
Revised  Statutes,  or  of  the  act  of  March  2,  1895. 

Jacob  Wolhart i^ 

5.  When  the  claim  of  a  soldier  for  pension  or  for  increase  of  pension  was  rejected 

prior  to  his  death,  and  no  appeal  was  taken  by  him  from  such  action,  antl 
no  motion  for  reconsideration  made,  and  when  from  the  lapse  of  time  and 
the  circumstances  of  the  case  it  may  reasonably  be  inferred  that  the  claim 
had  been  abandoned,  it  must  be  held  that  at  his  death  he  had  no  claim  land- 
ing, and  that  his  widow  is  not  entitled  under  the  act  of  March  2,  lls9o.  which 
is  the  only  law  now  in  force  relating  to  the  payment  of  accrued  pension,  to 
reopen  and  prosecute  such  rejected  invalid  claim.  Each  claim  of  this  class 
must,  however,  be  adjudicated  on  the  facts  in  that  particular  case. 

Hen  ry  Groppe 2^5 

6.  Where  soldier's  claim  was  rejected  and  notification  of  the  rejection  sent  to 

him  seven  months  before  his  death,  and  he  took  no  steps  toward  having  the 
same  reopened,  and  filed  no  appeal,  and  no  mental  disqualification  for  tak- 
ing such  action  is  shown: 
Held,  That  he  had  reasonable  time  within  which  to  manifest  an  intent  to 
prosecute  the  claim  further,  and,  having  failed  to  do  so,  he  must  be  held  to 
have  abandoned  it,  and  it  was  therefore  not  a  "  pending  "  claim  at  the  time 
of  his  death  within  the  meaning  of  section  4718,  Revised  Statutes,  aud  the 
act  of  March  2,  1895. 

Brigga  Soj)er 394 

Under  Section  4718,  Beviaed  Statutes  (Widow  Pensionen). 

7.  In  case  of  the  death  of  a  widow  who  is  in  receipt  of  a  pension,  the  pension 

which  accrued  from  the  date  of  the  last  payment  to  her  ran  be  paid  to  her 
children  who  are  under  16  years  of  age  at  the  date  of  her  death.  It  can  not 
be  paid  to  them  if  they  are  over  the  age  of  16  years  at  the  date  of  their 
mother's  death. 

Minors  of  John  N.  Hotchkiss 4^ 

Bepeal  of  Act  of  March  1,  1889,  hy  Act  of  Karch  8,  1896. 

8.  The  act  of  March  2,  1895,  was  intended  to  govern  the  allowance  and  i>ayment 

of  accrued  pension  in  all  claims  of  deceased  applicants  adjudicated  subse- 
quent to  September  28,  1892,  without  regard  to  whether  the  applicant  died 
before  or  after  that  date. 

Mariah  E.  Brown .    439 

9.  The  act  of  March  1,  1889.  giving  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  discretionary 

power  to  pay  the  accrued  pension  due  any  pensioner  at  his  death,  in  case 
no  \vidow  or  child  survived  such  pensioner,  to  his  legal  representatives,  was 
repealed  by  tlie  act  of  March  2,  1895;  and  from  and  after  the  approval  of 
said  last-mentioned  act  all  such  claims  must  be  adjudicated  thereunder, 
whether  filed  before  or  since  its  passage. 

Adolph  Sprmjgle 51 

Beimhnrsement  as  to  Funeral  Expenses,  etc. — Jurisdiction. 

10.  A  municipal  corporation  that  buried  a  soldier  as  a  pauper  and  cared  for  him 

as  such  during  his  last  sickness  is  not  thereby  entitled  to  prosecute  sai<l 

soldier's  claim,  pending  at  the  time  of  his  death,  for  the  purpose  of  reim- 

.   bursing  itself  for  the  expense  of  said  soldier's  burial  out  of  the  accrued 

pension. 

Edwin  Haskins - - ^"^ 
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The  act  of  March  2,  1895,  may  be  considered  as  a  legislative  construction  of 
section  4718,  Revised  Statutes,  intended  to  take  the  place  of  the  depart- 
mental construction  of  September  28, 1892.  Under  the  construction  of  the 
law  prior  to  that  date  reimbursements  for  the  funeral  expenses  of  a  deceased 
mother  pensioner  or  applicant  for  i)en8ion  may  be  made  from  her  accrued 
pension.  The  act  of  March  2, 189o,  confirmed  this  construction  and  made 
it  effective  from  September  28, 1892. 

Susan,  mother  of  George  Kerr 494 

ADDITIONAL  PAYMASTERS. 

See  Service,  12. 

ADJUDICATING   OFFICERS. 
See  Praetioe,  8. 

AMPUTATIONS . 

Act  of  August  4,  1886. — Ampntatioii  at  Middle  of  Bone. 

Under  act  of  August  4, 1886,  the  rate  of  $45  per  month  is  allowed  only  for  the 
loss  of  either  an  arm  at  the  shoulder  joint  or  a  leg  at  the  hip  joint,  or  so 
near  the  joint  as  to  prevent  the  use  of  an  artificial  limb.  No  other  condi- 
tion of  the  arm  or  stump  may  be  considered  in  determining  title  under  this 
act.  except  the  point  of  nearness  of  the  amputation  to  the  joint. 

William  A.  Till 159 

The  middle  of  the  humerus  has  been  fixed  at  the  farthest  point  from  the  shoulder 

joint  that  will  prevent  the  use  of  an  artificial  arm. 

Ibid, 

APPEALS. 

ApiMal  lies  fh)m  Final  Action  only. 

The  Pension  OflBce  desired  further  evidence  as  to  the  extent  of  the  pensioner's 
disability  and  issued  an  order  for  a  medical  examination,  with  which  the 
pensioner  has  declined  to  comply.  The  case  is  in  effect  pending  before  the 
Pension  OflBce,  and  the  appeal  is  therefore  dismissed  under  rule  1  of  the  Rules 
of  Practice  in  Pensioa  Cases,  which  provides  for  appeal  only  in  cases  in  which 
final  action  has  been  taken  by  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions. 

Frank  Bishop,  Jr _ - 459 

By  Attorney — Suspended,  Disbarred,  or  not  Entitled  to  Seoognition. 

An  appeal  duly  executed  by  claimant,  but  filed  by  a  disbarred  attorney,  will  be 

treated  as  an  appeal  by  such  claimant  in  his  or  her  own  proper  person,  but 

the  attorney  will  not  be  recognized. 

Mary  A,  Reynolds 287 

,  An  appeal  filed  by  an  attorney  who  is  not  entitled  to  recognition,  but  which  is 
signed  by  the  claimant,  will  be  considered  as  an  ax)peal  by  the  claimant  in 
person. 

Samuel  C.  White 453 

Attorney  Attacking  hia  Client's  Title. 
.  Where  an  attorney,  in  his  appeal,  with  a  view  to  showing  right  to  a  fee,  attacks 
his  client's  title  to  pension,  such  objection  can  not  be  considered  in  deter- 
mining the  merits  of  the  appeal,  and  the  appeal  itself  will  be  dismissed. 

John  M.  Defoe 70 

After  Claimant's  Death. 
,  The  attorney  for  the  conservator  of  an  insane  claimant  has  no  right  to  appeal 
after  said  claimant's  death  from  the  subseciuent  rejection  of  the  claim  pend- 
ing at  the  time  of  death,  unless  a  new  power  of  attorney  is  filed  from  the  one 
who  succeeded,  on  such  claimant's  death,  to  his  right,  to  ^xv%\q.\v\\xA<«.%»2A. 
claim, 

PhineasD.Judson - '^'' 


542  INDEX    TO    DECISIONS. 

By  Kinoi's  Guardian  in  Widow's  Claim. 

6.  The  gnardian  of  minor  children  who  have  no  claim  on  file  in  their  own  right 

has  lu)  authority  to  file  an  appeal  from  the  action  of  the  Commissioner  of 
Pensions  rejecting  the  widow's  claim. 

Susan  Reed,  wkloio  of  A8a  Eastman _ 479 

Separate  Appeals. — Bnle  1  Constraed. 

7.  The  provision  of  rule  1  of  Rules  of  Practice  in  Appeals  before  the  Secretary  of 

the  Interior  *'  retjuiriug  that  each  claim  appealed  must  be  accompanied  by 
its  separate  appeal  and  specification  of  tlie  errors  alleged  therein."  was  not 
intended  to  apply,  and  can  not  be  proi)erly  applied,  to  the  case  of  a  single 
api)eal  from  the  rejection  of  several  separate  and  distinct  claims  in  which 
the  title  to  pension  springs  from  a  common  source,  and  the  law  vests  the 
right  t.)  prosecute  such  claims,  and  to  receive  the  pension  that  may  be 
allowetl  in  each,  in  tlie  person  or  persons  filing  such  appeal. 

Joseph  A.  Overholt _ ^ 

As  to  Bate.— Bnle  6. 

8.  Contention  as  to  rate  of  pension  must  V)e  made  primarily  to  the  Commissioner 

of  Pensions. 

(feorge  A.  Brown -M 

\).  Rule  ()  of  the  second  division  of  Rules  of  Practice  in  Pension  Cases  ap^'lies 
only  when  the  ap])eal  goes  to  the  cpiestion,  directly  or  collaterally,  a>  to 
what  rate,  statutory  or  othtn-wise,  shall  be  allowed,  and  not  where  the  lon- 
tention  of  the  appeal  is  merely  that  pension  should  commence  from  a  date 
prior  t<^  the  allowance  made. 

.  1  ndrctr  J,  Ih'ishuj 405 

10  Ru'e  <»  of  second  division  of  the  Rules  of  Practice  has  no  application  tn  oases 
where  the  rate  fixed  is  the  result  of  judgment  on  the  evidence,  but  wa'< 
only  designed  to  apply  to  errors  ])atent  on  the  face  of  the  rei^ord  and  which 
would  be  naturally  corrected  by  the  Comaiissioner  of  Pensions  whe^n  his 
attention  was  called  to  the  error  by  the  claimant. 

Charles  Yokel m 

Repeated  Appeals. 
11.  Where  claimant  relies  upon  an  act  of  (\)n«^ress  passed  subsetiuont  to  the  action 
of  your  Bureau,  and  the  decision  of  this  Department  api)roving  said  action, 
to  S'H'ure  a  reversal  of  said  action,  he  should  first  make  an  application  to 
your  Bureau,  and  a  s(*cond  ai)peal  in  absence  of  such  application  can  not  1^ 
ent(*rtained. 

James  (^ui(j(j.. ...   .  •24>i 

ATTORNEYS. 

Appeals  by. 

1.  \Vh(»r(»  an  appeal  from  the  rejection  of  a  case  is  filed  in  the  time  allotted,  by 

rule  V'\,  to  the  attorney  of  record,  it  inures  to  his  benefit  the  same  as  thonicb 
he  himself  had  taken  such  action. 

Albert  JInhrr SJ 

2.  Where  a  claim  under  the  act  of  Jmxe  27,  18SK),  has  been  rejected  and  the 

attorney  thcnin  fails  to  appeal,  another  attorney  who  filed  a  new  declara- 
tion alter  said  rejection  may  be  n-rogiiized  for  the  purpose  ot  entering  an 
ai)peal  from  the  rejection  of  the  first  claim,  though  he  had  no  specific  iwwer 
of  attorney  to  ai)pear  in  such  rejected  claim,  for  the  reason  that  being  the 
attorney  in  the  second  claim  it  was  his  duty  to  secure  allowance  of  pensii>n 
from  the  earli(»st  date  to  which  claimant  was  entitled. 

Joh n  Smith -   - .427 
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Call  81ip8. — When  not  Beqnired. 

3.  When  an  attorney,  who  is  entitled  to  the  requirements  npon  the  condition 

that  he  call  up  the  case  at  intervals  of  one  year  or  less  until  recognized, 
prima  facie  completes  the  case  and  then  calls  it  up,  the  subsequent  filing  of 
call  slips  is  not  necessary  to  preserve  his  rights.  The  claim  was  completed 
within  the  time  of  the  appellants,  and,  as  they  were  not  in  default,  they 
should  have  been  paid  a  fee. 

Minors  of  Chesley  Cooper 216 

Bnties  ar.d  Obligations. — As  to  Subsequent  Declarations. 

4.  When  a  claim  for  pension  is  pending  under  the  second  section  of  the  act  of 

June  27,  18110,  and  a  new  application  alleging  other  causes  of  disability  is 
filed,  it  is  the  right  and  duty  of  the  attorney  appointed  in  the  original  appli- 
cation to  prosecute  the  claim  as  an  entirety.  The  second  application  is  but 
amendatory  of  the  first,  and  the  attorney  filing  it  has  no  title  to  recognition. 
James  J.  Abbott 70 

Neglect — Under  Bnle  12. — Generally. 

5.  The  Bureau  judges  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  evidence  filed  for  establishing  any 

fact,  not  the  attorney.  So  in  every  instance,  where  an  attorney  fails  for 
one  year  to  respond  to  a  call  for  evidence  upon  the  ground  that  the  evidence 
called  for  is  unnecessary,  such  failure  is  neglect. 

Dancin  C.  Simpson .   311 

Orders,  Insufficient  Pnblicity  of. 

6.  Under  rule  12,  an  attorney  is  not  chargeable  with  neglect  for  the  reason  that 

he  has  not  comi)lied  with  an  order  retiuiring  additional  evidence  to  establiHli 
a  prima  facie  case,  when  the  i^ublicity  given  to  the  order  is  insufficient  for 
presuming  that  attorneys  liave  been  notified  of  its  contents. 

Harriet  R.  Bostwick .  90 

Power  of  Attorney. 

7.  A  power  of  attorney  to  which  the  signature  of  the  claimant  is  not  attested  by 

two  witnesses  confers  no  authority  upon  an  agent  or  attorney  to  appear  ai 
a  i)en8ion  claim,  and  without  such  authority  a  person  can  not  have  title  to 
a  fee. 

Obccl  A.  Patterson .     .    ,     ...     iV^ 

8.  Under  rule  4  of  the  Rules  of  Practice  before  tlie  Commissioner  of  Pensions. 

the  power  of  attorney  is  not  valid  unless  the  siti^nature  of  tlie  claimant  s 
attested  by  two  comjjetent  witnesses,  neitlier  of  whom  is  the  attorney  claim- 
ing the  right  of  attorneyship  under  said  power. 

Valaseus  S.  Murratf ..   .   ..    ...  24T 

9.  An  attorney's  authority  to  represent  a  claimant  must  be  evidenced  by  an 

instrument  executed  in  v^trict  accordance  with  the  formalities  laid  down  in 
the  Rules  of  Practice.  An  informally  executed  declaration  containiii,','  n 
power  of  attorney  of  itself  confers  no  rights  upon  the  attorney  named 
therein. 

Charles  W.  Minison,.   . . . .  :)^<) 

Latent  Ambiguity  in. 
10.  Where  a  i)Ower  of  attorney  which  is  valid  on  its  face  is  latently  ambigUDus, 
because  there  are  several  claims  to  any  one  of  which  it  mav  bv  it^  term-  be 
applicable,  extrinsic  evidence  is  admissible  for  the  puri)ose  of  sliowint;  to 
which  one  of  such  claims  it  was  intended  to  apply. 

Ji.  JZ  Clark - -   ^ 
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11.  Evidence  is  admissible  to  show  that  what  purports  to  be  an  agreement  has  in 

truth  never  become  such.  Claimant  executed  a  declaration  on  a  blank 
containing  a  power  of  attorney  to  appellants,  not  intending  to  appoint  them 
attorneys  to  prosecute  the  claim,  but  by  oversight  omitted  to  erase  the 
clause  referring  to  said  attorneys;  filed  the  same,  and  prosecuted  the  claim 
in  person,  appellants  having  no  record  of  the  case:  Held,  Appellants  were 
never  authorized  to  appear  as  attorneys  and  have  no  title  to  a  fee. 

Joseph  S,  Conklin 260 

Seoognitioii  after  Forfeiture. 

12.  Where  an  attorney  appears  in  a  case  and  has  been  recognized  and  becomes  in 

neglect,  but  has  not  been  superseded  in  the  attorneyship,  his  rights  are  the 
same  as  those  of  any  attorney  who  is  in  default  and  is  recognized  through 
the  courtesy  of  the  Bureau;  that  is,  he  can  only  preserve  his  rights  by  ren- 
dering material  service  before  the  appearance  of  another  attorney  in  the 
claim. 

Moses  Adams _ 339 

When  Letten  of  Ouardianihip  mnit  be  filed. 

13.  In  a  claim  for  minor's  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  an  attorney  is 

entitled  to  recognition  under  the  rules  of  practice  if  he  files  letters  of  gnard- 
ianship  at  any  time  before  the  case  is  ready  for  adjudication  upon  its 
merits. 

Minors  of  John  W.  Dine : 2.t7 

Beqnirements,  Notice  of. 

14.  Where  publicity  is  given  to  orders  specifying  the  evidence  that  is  required  in 

certain  classes  of  cases,  it  is  not  necessary  for  the  Bureau  to  make  specific 
calls  for  such  evidence  in  any  case  described  in  the  order.  Such  evidence  is 
deemed  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  prima  facie  establishing  such  cases, 
and  failure  to  supply  the  same  within  the  time  fixed  by  the  roles  is  neglect 
Williani  Newnian _ 65 

Where  there  is  Forfeiture  but  no  Snpersednre  of  Attorney. 

15.  The  rule  laid  down  in  Coffee's  appeal  (7  P.  D.,  838),  that  ''where  an  attorney- 

ship has  been  forfeited  under  rule  12,  and  such  forfeiture  has  been  followed 
by  the  appointment  and  recognition  of  another  attorney,  the  forfeited  attor- 
neyship can  not  be  revived,"  does  not  apply  to  a  case  where  a  recognized 
attorney  has  been  furnished  the  ret^uirements,  becomes  in  neglect,  and  is 
not  superseded  by  another. 

Thomas  Sweeney _ _  _ 223 

16.  After  the  lapse  of  one  year  without  filing  a  call  slip,  the  fact  that  one  is  then 

filed  within  less  than  a  year  prior  to  the  appearance  of  another  attorney  in 
the  case,  and  thereafter  at  intervals  of  less  than  one  year,  does  not  operate 
to  give  title  to  recognition  to  an  attorney  as  against  another  appearing  sub- 
sequently in  the  claim. 

Peter  J.  Teberg 22-1 

Subsequent  Claims. 

17.  In  a  case  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  where  an  attorney  becomes  entitled 

to  recognition  upon  the  default  of  the  attorney  of  record,  afid  having  filed 
a  new  declaration,  his  rights  can  not  be  affected  by  the  fact  that  the  claim- 
ant, through  some  duly-authorized  attorney,  subsequently  filee  another 
declaration,  provided  he  calls  up  the  case  at  proper  intervals. 

IVilliam  Coleiaau - 4o(> 
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Bight  to  Praetiee. 
18.  Where  a  person  files  a  declaration  at  a  time  when  he  is  not  entitled  to  practice 
in  the  Borean,  and  is  subsequently  admitted  to  practice,  the  riglits  of  no 
third  person  intervening,  and  subsequent  to  his  admission  he  has  rendered 
material  service,  and  is  otherwise  entitled,  on  the  allowance  of  the  claim  a 
fee  should  be  paid  to  him. 

Ida  B,  Higgins .23:3 

BOX7NT7  LAND. 

Ihslojralty  Bars  from  Bounty  Land. 

1.  Applicants  for  bounty  land  under  the  act  of  March  3,  185o  (section  2425. 

Revised  Statutes),  must  show  that  during  the  late  rebellion  against  the 
authority  of  the  United  States  they  were  known  to  be  opposed  to  such  rebel- 
lion and  distinctly  in  favor  of  its  suppression.  (Section  3480,  Revised 
Statutes. ) 

Martha  M.  Welsh  (widow) Wi 

Pardon  does  not  Bemove  Bar  of  Bisloyalty. 

2.  A  pardon  does  not  authorize  the  allowance  of  a  bounty-land  warrant  to  a  per- 

son whose  sympathies  were  not  known  to  be  against  the  late  rebellion  and 
in  favor  of  its  suppression. 

Martha  M.  Welsh  (widow) 1(53 

CERTIFICATES. 

Of  Examination  mnit  Specify  Bate. 

1.  A  certificate  of  medical  es^^uuination  executed  subsequent  to  act  of  March  2, 

1895,  which  fails  to  specifically  state  the  rating  which,  in  the  judgment  of 
the  examining  surgeons,  the  applicant  is  entitled  to,  is  fatally  defective. 

Alonzo  Roberts 83 

2.  The  rejection  of  a  claim  for  invalid  pensiou  on  a  certificate  of  medical  exam- 

ination which  failed  to  state  the  rate  of  pension  the  board  of  surgeons  believed 
him  entitled  to,  as  required  by  the  act  of  March  2,  1895,  is  error. 

diaries  M.  Campbell 537 

CIVILIAN  EMPLOTEES. 
See  Service,  13,  14,  15,.  16. 

COMMENCEMENT. 

When  Declaration  is  Defective. 
1.  Pension  under  old  law  may  commence  from  date  of  filing  an  informal  declara- 
tion, when  the  informality  is  cured  by  the  subsequent  filing  of  a  formal 
declaration. 

Joseph  Mallette 


•X 


When  Declaration  is  Lost. 
2.  Where  a  declaration  was  tiled,  given  a  number,  and  a  medical  examination 
thereunder  was  had  showing  the  existence,  in  a  pensionable  degree,  of  the 
disability  alleged,  and  such  declaration  was  lost,  a  new  one  called  for  and 
ftirnished,  the  pension  when  granted  should  commence  from  the  date  of 
filing  the  original  declaration. 

Ale.vander  Bemistick '-"^^^ 

P.  D.—VOL.  S 35 
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Peniion  under  Act  of  June  27,  1890,  Generally. 
8.  Under  the  acts  of  June  27,  1800,  and  March  6,  1896,  the  making  of  the  date  of 
the  filing  of  the  declaration  as  the  date  of  commencement  of  a  penaion  is 
coupled  with  the  necessity  of  proving  that  the  alleged  disability  existed  at 
the  date  of  snch  filing.  The  date  of  the  filing  of  a  first  declaration  can  not 
be  made  the  date  of  the  commencement  of  a  pension  allowed  nnder  a  snbee- 
qiient  declaration  when  there  was  no  pensionable  disability  proved  to  exist 
at  the  date  of  tiling  the  first  declaration. 

Ahwmider  Eastman 3r>*< 

Increase. 

4.  Claimant  was  pensioned  in  October,  1885,  at  $30  per  month,  for  gnnshot  wound 

of  right  leg.  In  September,  1894,  the  rate  was  Increased  to  $-J()  per  month, 
under  the  second  clause  of  the  act  of  August  4,  1886,  commencing  January 
17,  1894,  date  of  medical  examination:  Held,  The  date  of  commencement  of 
said  increase  was  erroneous  for  the  following  reasons: 

( 1)  The  evidence  shows  that  at  the  date  of  the  passage  of  the  act  of  August  4. 
1886.  he  had  a  permanent  specific  disability,  which  entitled  him  to  the  rate 
of  $30  i>er  month  under  said  act  from  that  date. 

(2)  The  increase  of  rate  to  §•«>  was  by  reason  of  the  fact  that  another  perma- 
nent specific  disability  had  arisen,  caused  by  the  amputation  of  his  leg  on 
January  19. 1893. 

(3)  As  the  claim  was  based  upon  a  permanent  specific  disability,  and  the 
higher  rate  was  granted  on  the  ground  that  another  permanent  specific  dis- 
ability of  a  higher  degree  existed,  for  which  another  and  higher  rate  is  fixed 
by  law,  the  right  to  the  higher  rate  commenced  at  the  date  of  amputation, 
and  is  not  governed  by  the  provisions  of  section  4698.^,  Revised  Statutes. 

(4)  All  claims  for  increase  on  account  of  permalient  specific  disabilities  involv- 
ing an  amputation  are  included  in  the  exception  contained  in  section  4698|. 
Revised  Statutes;  therefore,  in  cuch  cases  the  increased  rate  should  com- 
mence from  date  of  amputation. 

(5)  Claims  for  increase  on  account  of  other  specific  disabilities  which  require 
a  medical  examination  to  determine  the  fact  of  existence  and  date  of  com- 
mencement thereof  are  not  included  in  the  foregoing  rule;  therefore,  the 
rate  of  increase  therefor  should  begin  at  the  date  of  medical  examination, 
under  the  provisions  of  section  4698.^,  Revised  Statutes. 

John  E.  Lamb 191 

Bednction. 

5.  Where  a  reduction  of  pension  is  deemed  proper  on  account  of  decrease  of  dis- 

ability, it  is  the  practice  not  to  commence  the  reduced  rate  prior  to  the  date 

of  the  certificate  of  a  surgeon  or  board  of  surgeons  showing  such  decrease. 

William  B.  Walton 19 

Minor's  Peniion— Act  of  Jnne  27,  1890. 
fi.  A  minor's  pension  under  the  act  of  Jnne  27,  1890,  g^^anted  by  reason  of  tbe 
remarriage  of  widow,  should  commence  from  date  of  filing  of  the  minors 
application. 

Minor  of  Ernst  Rieckhoff 324 

7.  Pensions  granted  to  minor  children  of  soldiers  under  tbe  provisions  of  section 
3,  act  of  June  27,  1890,  commence  from  the  date  of  filing  the  application 
therefor  in  the  Bureau  of  Pensions  after  the  passage  of  said  act.  the  death  of 
the  soldier,  and  the  death  or  remarriage  of  the  widow  of  the  soldier. 

Mary  E.  Broiioei  (luiiior^ :K 
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8.  Under  act  of  June  27,  1890,  all  pensions  commence  from  date  of  filing  claim. 
Minors  deriving  their  original  title  fi*om  death  of  the  parent,  and  secondary 
or  dependent  title  from  death  or  remarriage  of  the  widow,  are  bound  by  the 
same  rule,  and  can  receive  pension  under  this  act  only  from  date  of  filing 
claim  therefor. 

Minor  of  George  \V»  Good .   407 

).  The  provision  in  the  act  of  March  2,  lH9o,  making  $6  per  month  the  minimum 

rate  of  pension  does  not  apply  to  pensions  for  any  period  prior  to  its  passage. 

Thomas  Lester 246 

CONTRACT  AND  CIVIL  SXTRGEONS. 

Set*  Service,  17. 

CONTRIBUTORY  NEGLIGENCE. 

Disaliility  or  Death  from. 
.  Disability  or  death  from  a  contributor}'-  or  secondary  cause,  which  could  have 
been  avoided  by  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care  and  discretion,  does  not  confer 
the  right  to  pension. 

Diana  B.  Groff ..   91 

.  A  person  disabled  by  deafness,  impaired  vision,  and  an  injury  which  inter- 
feres with  locomotion,  who  adopts  a  railroad  track  as  a  highway  of  travel 
at  night,  is  grossly  negligent  in  so  doing,  and  if  killed  by  a  passing  train 
while  pursuing  such  course  of  travel  his  widow  is  not  pensionable  under  the 
general  law. 

Lucy  Adams _ _ ...     ...  93 

DEATH. 

Rule  of  PrMumptioii  of. 

.  The  i>oint  of  the  Crider  decision  was  that  it  is  not  the  mere  fact  of  absence  out 
of  which  death  is  to  be  presumed,  whether  the  time  be  long  or  short,  but 
that  the  facts  attending  such  absence  must  be  such  that  the  absence  of  the 
party  can  not  be  accounted  for  on  any  other  theory  than  that  of  death.  It 
was  intended  to  give,  and  did  give,  express  recognition  to  the  rule  laid 
down  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  the  case  of  Davie  i\ 
Briggs  (97  U.  S.,  628) ;  and  it  was,  by  the  express  language  of  that  decision, 
declared  to  be  the  purpose  of  the  Department  to  liberalize  that  rule  and 
permit  the  presumption  of  death  to  be  raised  and  established  even  short  of 
seven  years,  where  the  facta  attending  the  disappearance  are  such  as  to 
justify  the  conclusion  that  the  absent  party  is  dead. 

Marie  Sharpe  {widow) 175 

When  SolBcieiitly  Proved,  under  Act  of  March  IS,  1896. 
.  Where  satisfactory  evidence  has  been  produced  establishing  the  fact  of  the 
continued  and  unexplained  absence  of  a  soldier  from  his  home  and  family 
for  a  i)eriod  of  more  than  seven  years,  during  which  period  no  intelligence 
of  his  existence  has  been  received,  his  death  is  sufiiciently  proved  under  the 
provisions  of  the  act  of  Congress  approved  March  13,  1896. 

Marie  Sharpe  (tmdow) 175 

Aet  of  llareh  18,  1896,  Constmotion  of. 

The  act  of  March  18,  1896,  is  a  legislative  restatement  of  the  rule  laid  down 
by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  the  case  of  Davie  r.  Briggs 
(97  U.  S.,  628),  which  will  be  employed  by  the  Department  in  interpreting 
and  executing  said  act. 

Marie  Sharpe  (widotc) _ Vv^ 
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DEATH   CAUSE. 

AnterebelUon  Pennon. 

1.  The  widow  of  a  soldier  who  died  of  disease  contracted  in  the  military  ^rvice 

prior  to  March  4,  1861,  is  not  entitled  to  pension  on  acconnt  of  such  death 
unless  the  fatal  disease  originated  in  some  war. 

Lydia  Fraber^  formerly  Owen _ *jl'2 

Suicide. 

2.  Soldier's  death  (after  discharge)  from  i)oisoning  in  consequence  of  a  mistake 

made  by  the  physician  who  was  treating  him  for  a  disease  claimed  to  have 
been  contracted  in  the  service,  or  by  the  druggist  in  putting  up  the  medicine, 
can  not  be  accepted  as  being  so  directly  connected  with  his  military  service 


Revised  Statutes. 


Predispoaing  and  Supexindacing  Causes. 
7.  The  evidence  showing  that  the  soldier  was  sound  at  enlistment,  contracted 
lung  trouble  while  in  the  service  and  line  of  duty,  suffered  from  said  dis- 
ease continuously  thereafter,  and  died  from  pneumonia,  this  case  corner 
within  the  decision  in  Eliza  W.  Cloudman,  and  claim  is  allowed. 

Catherine  O,  Smith 474 

DECLARATIOK3. 

Execution  of— Unverified  Papen. 
1.  The  necessity  of  the  claimant's  signature  to  a  declaration  is  based  upon  sound 
practice,  and  absence  ot  t\\e  ft\g\\«iU\T^.  tci^^"^  ^wcVv  dftclwratlon  informal 

R.(\  (Utrd^n - - ^ 


\ 

I 


as  to  warrant  the  allowance  of  pension  to  his  widow  under  section  4T0-\       1 


I 


Elleti  Flynn  {imdow) 54        j 

8.  Death  resulting  from  the  morphine  habit,  though  contracted  by  using  the  drug       ' 
to  relieve  pain  caused  by  a  malady  contracted  in  the  service  and  in  line  of 
duty,  not  on  the  advice  of  a  physician,  but  on  soldier's  own  responsibility, 
can  not  be  accepted  as  due  to  the  service  in  the  line  of  duty. 

Jessie  M.  Whallan  {widow) 131       I 


I 


Death  in  Service. 

4.  Where  it  is  shown  that  a  soldier  was  sound  at  enlistment  and  died  in  regi- 

mental hospital  of  disease,  the  exact  character  and  nature  of  which  dit^ease 
is  not  shown,  the  testimony  relative  thereto  being  conflicting,  it  will  be  pre- 
sumed, in  the  absence  of  evidence  to  the  contrary,  that  he  died  of  disease 
contracted  in  the  service  and  line  of  duty. 

Lydia  Young  {widow) .9s 

Combined  Penhonable  and  Nonpeniionable  Cauaet. 

5.  The  medical  and  lay  testimony  showing  death  was  more  probably  due  to  the 

pensioned  than  to  any  other  cause,  claim  of  widow  is  allowed. 

Stisaiij  widow  of  Charles  C  Wright 511 

6.  Soldier,  during  his  fatal  illness,  suffered  from  disease  of  heart,  result  of  rheu- 

matism, for  which  he  was  pensioned,  and  also  from  disease  of  lungs,  which 
is  not  conclusively  shown  to  be  due  to  the  service,  though  the  evidence 
strongly  tends  to  establish  the  same.  Both  disease  of  lungs  and  disease  of 
heart  were  factors  in  causing  death,  but  it  can  not  be  determined,  with  any 
degree  of  certainty,  which  of  the  two  diseases  was  the  predoniinatin?  cause 
or  contributed  most  toward  producing  death;  and  it  is  held  that,  from  the 
evidence,  it  is  more  reasonable  to  assume  that  death  was  due  to  soldier's  mil- 
itary service  than  to  assume  it  was  not,  and  the  doubts  in  the  case  will  be  i 
resolved  in  favor  of  claimant. 

Alma  Neidhammer 276 


I 
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Amendments  in  Execution. 

2.  A  declaration  executed  before  an  officer  not  shown  to  be  authorized  to  admin- 

ister oaths  for  general  purposes  will  be  considered  informal,  and  not  curable 
in  the  manner  specified. 

Joseph  Mttllette .    ...     _   .  37 

Identifying  Witnesses. 

3.  The  absence  of  identifying  witnesses  to  a  declaration  for  pension  does  not 

invalidate  such  declaration. 

Adolphns  A.  Grm^s ._    ...    .     108 

Snffieieney  of,  OeneraUy. 

4.  A  declaration  for  invalid  pension  under  the  general  law  which  alleges  a  gen- 

eral breaking  down  of  claimant's  system  from  btarvation  and  exposure 
while  a  prisoner  of  war,  and  that  he  had  suffered  from  rheumatism  and 
stomach  trouble  for  eighteen  years,  is  a  sufficient  declaration  for  pension  on 
account  of  the  diseases  named,  and  the  claim  is  therefore  reopened  for  adju- 
dication on  its  merits. 

Andrew  Watt 8 369 

Amendatory  and  Supplementary  Declarations. 

5.  Affidavits  filed  in  response  to  calls  of  the  Pension  Bureau  for  information  in  a 

claim  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  can  not  be  accepted  as  supplemental 
declarations  in  a  claim  under  the  general  law  setting  up  and  alleging  new 
and  additional  causes  of  disability. 

Ben  jam  in  HonkhiH ...   .  _ .    . .  _    . .    . .     388 

6.  Since  the  filing  of  a  supplemental  declaration  is  a  condition  precedent  to  allow- 

ance for  a  disability  not  alleged  in  first  declaration,  but  found  on  medical 
examination,  the  failure  to  file  such  supplemental  declaration  is  fatal  to  the 
claim. 

Simon  P,  Eaven .  441 

Under  the  Act  of  June  27,  1890,  Generally. 

7.  Claims  under  the  general  law  and  claims  under  the  act  of  June  27.  1890,  are 

different  causes  of  action,  commenced  by  different  pleadings;  and  a  declara- 
tion under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  containing  only  the  allegations  neces- 
sary under  said  act  is  not  applicable  to  a  declaration  under  the  general  law. 
John  C.  Mohrstadt 413 

Deeitions  subsequent  to  Act  of  March  6, 1896. 

8.  An  original  declaration  or  application  for  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27, 

1890,  which  does  not  show  (1)  that  the  claim  is  made  under  said  act;  (2) 
that  the  applicant  served  ninety  days;  (3)  that  he  was  honorably  discharged; 
(4)  that  he  is  suffering  from  a  permanent  physical  or  mental  incapacity  for 
eai*ning  a  support  by  manual  labor,  not  due  to  vicious  habits,  shall  be  held 
void  and  of  no  effect. 

James  J.  Durkee _.    152 

9.  A  properly  executed  declaration  alleging  the  four  essentials,  but  defective  in 

other  i)articular8 — such  as  failing  to  8X)ecify  the  disabling  cause,  or  the  com- 
pany and  regiment  in  which  claimant  served,  or  the  dates  of  enlistment 
and  discharge,  or  the  fact  whether  he  is  or  is  not  a  pensioner  or  claimant 
for  pension  under  other  laws— shall  be  deemed  a  valid  application  to  this 
extent;  that  the  date  of  filing  thereof  shall  be  the  date  of  commencement 
of  the  pension  (if  allowed),  provided  the  evidence  shall  show  that  a  pension- 
able disability  existed  at  said  date;  but  if  any  such  particular  other  than 
the  four  essential  elements  be  lacking,  the  claimant  shall  be  advised  thereof, 
and  that  he  is  required  to  file  a  new  and  amended  declaratvoxv  cwtvw^^wrV^ 
defect,  before  the  claim  can  l>e  further  adiudicaleOL. 
Ihfd. 
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10.  If  certain  disabling  causes  are  alleged  in  the  original  or  a  subsequent  dedan- 

tion  and  not  found  upon  medical  examination,  or«  being  found,  do  notpro> 
duce  a  pensionable  disability,  but  others  are  found  which  produce  or  con- 
tribute to  an  inability  to  earn  a  support  by  manual  labor,  the  claimant  shall 
be  notified  of  his  right  to  file  a  new  application  to  cover  such  nnalleged 
causes,  and,  the  new  application  having  been  filed,  the  pension,  when 
allowed,  will  commence  from  the  date  of  filing  the  first  application,  if  it  be 
shown  that  a  pensionable  disability  then  existed;  if  not,  then  it  will  com- 
mence from  the  date  of  filing  the  amended  declaration,  provided  it  is  a  valid 
one:  and,  therefore,  every  new  declaration  filed  to  remedy  some  defect  in 
the  original  should  contain  all  averments  necessary  to  constitute  a  valid 
declaration. 
Ibid. 

11.  The  soldier  filed  an  application  for  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27.  1890,  on 

the  26th  of  April.  1892.  He  alleged  disability  from  rheumatism  and  its 
results.  He  died  on  the  24th  of  January,  1893,  of  Bright  s  disease  of  the 
kidneys,  which  existed  at  the  date  of  filing  the  application,  and  by  which  he 
was  confined  to  his  bed  for  three  months  before  his  death.  It  is  held  that 
the  declaration  in  which  he  alleged  disability  from  rheumatism  was  a  suffi- 
cient application  for  pension  for  disability  from  disease  of  the  kidneys,  and 
that  the  disability  from  said  cause  was  of  such  a  degree  as  to  entitle  appU- 
cant  to  pension  under  the  act  of  Jime  27,  1890. 

Joh  H  Jones 329 

12.  A  declaration  for  pension  under  the  provisions  of  section  2,  act  of  June  27, 

18J>0,  which  fails  to  show  any  of  the  four  essential  elements  of  title  there- 
under, viz,  ( 1 )  that  the  claim  is  made  under  said  act,  (3)  ninety  days*  service 
during  the  war  of  the  rebellion,  (3)  honorable  discharge,  and  (4)  the  exist- 
ence of  a  permanent  physical  or  mental  incapacity  for  earning  a  support  by 
manual  labor,  not  due  to  vicious  habits,  is  void  and  of  no  effect. 

Felur  Batitien :m 

VS.  A  declaration  for  invalid  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  which  fails  to 
specify  any  cause  of  disability  is  informal,  and  such  informality  is  incapable 
of  leing  cured  after  claimant's  death;  neither  is  such  omission  in  a  declara- 
tion 8upi)lied  by  a  declaration  for  i>en8ion  under  the  general  law  which 
alleges  specific  causes  of  disability. 

A n toine  Deamer.  alias  Tearner 4*<2 

Suffioieney  as  to  Allegation  of  Service. 

14.  An  application  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  which  states  the  dates  of  the 

applicant  8  enlistment  and  discharge,  but  omits  to  state  that  he  served  ninety 
days  during  the  war  of  the  rebellion,  is  not,  by  reason  of  such  omission, 
defective,  so  as  to  render  the  filing  of  a  new  application  necessary. 

Israel  Snyder _ 26-") 

15.  In  a  declaration  for  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27.  1890,  a  statement  of  the 

dates  of  enlistment  and  of  discharge  is  sufficient  statement  as  to  the  length 
of  service. 

HoUislAirahii... 4*<y 

Senility  as  a  Disabling  Canse. 
IH.  Where  a  declaration  filed  under  said  act  contains  no  aUegation  as  to  any  i1i> 
abling  cause,  except  that  applicant  is  75  years  of  age  or  over,  such  allega- 
tion of  age  will  be  held  to  be  a  sufficient  allegation  of  disability. 

Jacob Rinkel -. -W 
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17.  Where  a  declaration  made  for  pension  under  the  second  section  of  the  act  of 
Jnne  27, 1890,  indicates  that  the  applicant  is  under  the  age  of  75  years,  and 
no  disabling  cause  is  alleged  therein,  such  declaration  is  insufficient. 
Ibid. 

IH.  A  declaration  under  said  act  alleging  disabling  causes  which  are  clearly  patho- 
logical results  of  senility  will  be  good  without  a  formal  allegation  of  age. 
Ibid. 

19.  A  declaration  alleging  age.  whether  over  or  under  75  years,  and  disability 

which  may  be  accepted  as  the  natural  pathological  result  of  senility  will  be 
held  to  be  good  under  said  act. 
Ibid. 

Amendatoiy  Deelaratunis. 

20.  Until  such  amended  declaration  sliall  have  been  filed  and  the  claim  finally 

adjudicated  by  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions,  an  appeal  will  not  be  enter- 
tained.   A  proper  declaration  is  essential  to  a  favorable  adjudication  of  a 

claim. 

John  DobiM .   . . 251 

Hew  D«eUratiaiu — Whan  Beqniied. 

21.  Additional  evidence,  filed  with  the  declared  intent  to  show  a  material  change 

in  condition  since  the  filing  of  original  declaration  or  the  rejection  of  original 
claim,  must  be  in  support  of  a  new  declaration,  and  can  not  be  considered 
as  supplemental  or  amendatory  of  the  original  declaration. 

Frances  Kendall     197 

22.  If  a  claimant  shows  a  disability,  but  not  in  a  pensionable  degree,  under  an 

original  application,  and  a  sul)sequent  examination  shows  a  pensionable 
degree  of  same  disability,  he  must  file  a  new  declaration  to  cover  said  dis- 
ability, and  pension  in  such  case  must  commence  from  the  date  of  the  appli- 
cation at  which  a  |)ensionable  degree  of  disability  is  shown. 

(rforge  A.  Brawn  . . . 309 

Inereaso. 

23.  In  claims  for  increase  under  the  act  of  June  27. 1890,  if  the  declaration  does  not 

specify  any  causes  of  disability  it  shall  be  deemed  a  claim  for  increase  on 
account  of  the  causes  already  accepted;  provided,  however,  that  if  the 
examination  shall  show  other  disabling  causes  the  claimant  shall  be 
accorded  the  same  right  to  amend  his  declaration  as  in  an  original  claim. 
If  new  disabling  causes  are  alleged  in  an  application  for  increivse.the  same 
averments  must  l)e  made  in  regard  to  siich  disabling  causes  as  are  retjuired 
in  original  claims.  And  in  all  cases  when  incroiise  is  allowed  it  will  com- 
mence from  the  date  of  the  surgeon's  certificate  establishing  the  same,  as 
provided  by  section  4<»9H^.  Revised  Statutes. 

James  J.  Dnrkve .. 152 

24.  Pension  was  reduced  from  $12  to  $0  \\er  mouth  in  the  usual  manner.     Claim 

for  increase  was  hubse<iuently  filed  on  account  of  tht*  old  and  also  newly 
alleged  causes  of  disability,  and  claimant  added  in  writing  the  statement 
that  he  wished  to  secure  restoraticm  and  increase  to  .St 2  per  mouth.  The 
claim  was  proi)erly  treated  as  a  claim  for  increase,  and  not  one  for  restora- 
tion, as  contended  for  in  the  appeal. 

Rnfns  A.  Allen 343 

25.  When  a  declaration  for  mcrejise  is  filed  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  on 

account  of  new  disabling  causes  which  were  not  alleged  to  be  of  a  perma- 
nent character,  and  not  the  result  of  vicious  habits,  and  an  amended  decla- 
ration to  correct  these  omissions  is  called  for,  it  is  the  duty  of  claimant  or 
his  attorney  to  furnish  it  without  questioning  the  purpose  of  the  Commis- 
sioner  in  calling  for  tht»  same. 

t/o/in  Dobbti ......  '-•'^^' 
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Under  Seotioii  3,  Act  June  27,  1890. 

26.  Where  an  application  of  a  minor  for  pension  under  the  act  of  Jane  2i,  1890, m 

filed  on  the  sixteenth  hirthday  of  such  child  there  is  no  period  for  which 
pension  may  be  allowed  thereunder,  as  such  minor  is  not  then  under  16 
years  of  age,  and  in  such  case  it  is  of  no  ayail  if  the  exact  hour  of  filing 
such  application  is  shown  to  precede  the  exact  hour  of  the  sixteenth  anni- 
versai*y  of  such  child's  birth,  fractions  of  a  day  not  beins:  reco^ized  insnch 
cases. 

Thomas  H.  McKee^H  minor 27 

27.  ITnder  the  third  section  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890.  the  essential  allegation«i  in 

a  declaration  for  widow's  pension  are  ( 1 )  that  her  husband  served  at  lea<t 
ninety  days  in  the  Army  or  Navy  of  the  United  States  during:  the  late  war 
of  the  rebellion;  (2)  was  honorably  discharged;  (8)  has  died;  (4)  that  she 
is  without  other  means  of  support  than  her  daily  labor;  (5)  and  was  mar- 
ried to  said  soldier  prior  to  the  passage  of  said  act.  A  declaration  which 
does  not  show  these  averments  is  void  and  of  no  effect. 

Susan  M,  Minor 263 

28.  A  widow's  declaration  for  i)eusion  under  section  3  of  the  act  of  June  27. 1890, 

being  complete  in  all  respects  except  that  it  does  not  stat^  that  the  soldiers 
discharge  from  service  was  honorable,  the  informality  may  l)e  waived  and 
the  declaration  accepted  as  valid. 

Ma ria  Blew 400 

See  also  Minors,  5;  Praotioe,  6;  Be8torati<'n,  5. 

DEPENDENT  RELATIVES. 

Slave  Mothers. 

1.  It  appearing  that  this  appellant  was,  at  the  date  of  the  death  of  her  son,  the 

deceased  soldier  (February  25,  18r>4),  a  slave,  residing  upon  the  plantation 
of  her  owner  and  master  in  the  State  of  Mississippi,  and  being  maintained 
and  8U])ported  by  him  as  such,  and  that  the  deceased  soldier  never  in  any 
manner  aided  in  her  support  or  contributed  thereto,  she  was  not  depen- 
dent upon  her  said  son  for  support  within  the  meaning  and  intent  of  the 
provisions  of  section  4707,  Revised  Statutes,  and  has  no  title  to  i)ension 
thereunder. 

Harriet  Tinnin 21S 

2.  The  proclamation  of  President  Lincoln  of  January  1.  186;?,  known  as  the 

emancipation  proclamation,  was  effective  only  as  a  *'  war  measure."  and  did 
not,  ipso  facto  and  by  mere  force  of  its  own  terras,  set  free  or  change  the 
legal  status  of  persons  held  in  slavery  in  the  States  or  parts  of  States  therein 
designated,  but  operated  to  give  freedom  to  such  i>ersons  only  when  it  was 
enforced  by  the  armed  forces  of  the  United  States,  and  by  the  subjugation 
of  the  territory  where  they  resided  and  its  subjugation  to  the  military 
power  and  authority  of  the  Federal  Government. 
Ihhl. 

Fathers. 
'\.  In  a  claim  of  a  father  for  i)ension  it  nmst  be  shown  that  he  was  legally  mar- 
ried to  the  mother  of  the  son  on  whose  account  the  claim  is  made.     Section 
4705,  Revised  Statutes,  does  not  apply  to  marriages  of  parents  of  a  soldier. 
Henry  Walden,  father  of  James  Hubbard :W) 

Sisters  and  Brothers. 
4.  Claimant's  title  to  a  dependent  sisters  pension  does  not  depend  uptm  the 
validity  of  the  marriage  of  the  x^arents  of  claimant  and  her  brother. 

Priscilla  J,  Cotton ..._      18 
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Aet  of  June  27,  1890. 

5.  To  entitle  a  dependent  parent  to  pension  nnder  section  1  of  the  act  of  June  27, 

1890,  it  must  be  shown  that  his  or  her  son's  death  was  the  result  of  wounds, 
injury,  casualty,  or  disease  incurred  in  the  service  and  line  of  duty. 

Chester  B.  Maenniber  _ 253 

Bliutrative  Cases  in  Fathers'  Claims. 

6.  In  a  case  of  a  father  who  is  unable  to  labor,  the  mere  possession  of  an  interest 

in  a  farm  producing  an  income  of  $60  per  annum  should  not  exclude  him 
from  pension  under  section  4707,  Revised  Statutes,  or  section  1  of  the  act  of 
June  27, 1890. 

Josepli  K.  SmitJi 9 

7.  The  fact  that  a  father,  at  the  date  of  his  son's  death,  was  also  in  the  service  of 

the  United  States,  receiving  the  pay  and  allowances  of  a  private  soldier, 
does  not  bar  the  allowance  of  pension  ujwn  the  ground  of  nondependence, 
it  being  shown  that  he  was,  by  reason  of  age  and  disabilities,  placed  in  the 
Veteran  Reserve  Corps. 

JoaephJ.  Hicks. _.. 496 

See  also  Minors,  1,  2,  8,  4,  5,  6,  7. 

DESERTION. 

Deserter  at  Large  has  no  Pensionable  Status. 

1 .  An  honorable  discharge  from  all  service  contracted  to  be  performed  during 

the  war  of  the  rebellion  is  a  prerequisite  to  pension  under  the  second  section 
of  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  and  appellant's  desertion  from  the  United  States 
service  in  1863  and  failure  to  receive  an  honorable  discharge  bars  his  right 
to  pension  nnder  said  act. 

Inaac  X.  Balib,  alias  Joh n  Dunlap 59 

2.  A  claimant  against  whom  there  stands  a  charge  of  desertion  under  an  enlist- 

ment for  service  in  the  war  of  the  rebellion,  which  charge  the  War  Depart- 
ment declines  to  remove,  has  no  title  to  pension  under  any  existing  law  on 
account  of  disability  incurred  in  said  war  or  service  performed  therein. 

George  Lessor 114 

3.  Desertion  of  soldier  from  Regular  Army,  in  which  he  enlisted  subsequent  to 

the  close  of  the  war  of  the  rebellion,  is  not  a  bar  to  widow's  claim  for  pen- 
sion under  the  act  of  June  27, 1890. 

Catharine  Tvbah 82 

4.  Desertion  from  the  Regular  Army  under  an  enlistment  subsequent  to  the  war 

of  the  rebellion  is  not  a  bar  to  allowance  of  pension  under  the  act  of  June 
27,  1890. 

James  W.  Miller 816 

DISABILITIES. 

Permanent  Speeiflc — Defined  and  Constmed. 
1.  A  permanent  specific  disability  within  the  purview  of  section  4698i,  Revised 
Statutes,  is  one  which  is  due  to  wound,  injury,  or  disease  contracted  in  the 
military  or  naval  service  of  the  United  States,  and  in  line  of  duty,  and  which 
is  imchanging  in  character,  and  which,  when  once  established,  does  not 
require  subsequent  medical  examination  to  determine  its  existence,  and  is 
particularly  enumerated  or  classified,  and  for  which  a  fixed  and  definite  rate 
of  i>ension  is  named  in  the  law,  as  the  loss  of  a  hand*  toot,  wc\w.  ot  Vi%. 

William  //.  Parker r.--->^^ 
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Honorable. 
1.  The  twenty-second  article  of  war  (sec.  1342,  R.  S.)  goes  to  the  measure  of 
punishmeut  that  maybe  inflicted  upon  a  mutineer,  bat  does  not  go  to  a 
question  of  discharge.  A  mutineer  may  be  discharged  under  the  fourth 
article  of  war,  and  in  the  absence  of  express  recitals  such  discharge  is  not 
e<iuivalent  to  an  honorable  discharge;  for  a  discharge  may  not  be  technic- 
allv  either  honorable  or  dishonorable. 

Margaretha  Arendes 42') 

Death  in  Service  not  an  Honorable  Discharge  under  Act  of  Jane  27,  1890. 
0.  Death  in  the  service,  as  in  this  case,  from  delirium  tremens,  can  not  be  held 
to  be  equivalent  to  an  honorable  discharge. 

Elizabeth  J,  Halfhill. 467 

Diahonorable. 
^.  A  dishonorable  discharge  from  the  military  service  of  the  United  States  is  no 
bar  to  pension  on  account  of  a  disability  due  to  wound  or  injury  received  or 
disease  contracted  in  the  service  and  line  of  duty. 

Anne  E,  Bassett 321 

4.  The  widow  of  a  soldier  who  died  from  wounds  or  injury  received  or  disease 
contracted  in  the  military  service  of  the  United  States  and  in  line  of  duty 
is  pensionable,  notwithstanding  her  husband's  discharge  from  the  service 
wa.s  a  dishonorable  one. 
Ibid, 


I 


Total — ^Term  Constnied.  | 

2.  A  soldier  or  sailor  is  deemed  totally  disabled  for  performing  the  dntiee  of  a     j 

soldier  or  sailor  when  his  disability,  due  to  his  military  or  naval  service.     " 
incurred  or  received  in  line  of  duty,  is  equal  to  an  anchylosed  ankle  or  wrist, 
or  other  equivalent  disability  which  would  incapacitate  him  for  the  perform- 
ance of  active  duties  of  a  soldier  or  sailor.  | 
Sarah  J.  Paynter 16 

Under  Act  of  Jnne  87,  1890,  and  under  General  Law. 

3.  Where  it  is  shown  that  a  claimant  for  invalid  pension  under  the  act  of  Jane 

37,  1880,  is  prevented  from  following  his  trade  as  a  bricklayer  by  reason  of 
double  vision,  and.  because  of  his  advanced  age,  it  is  not  probable  he  conld 
earn  a  support  by  any  other  occupation,  the  provisions  of  said  act  may  properly 
be  held  to  apply.  The  reasonable  and  just  interpretation  of  said  act  is  not 
whether,  by  chance  or  charity,  the  soldier  can  find  some  means  of  supplying 
the  necessities  of  life,  but  whether  he  is  disabled  in  a  degree  preventing  him 
from  following  his  trade  or  some  kindred  occupation  which  might  yield 
him  a  support. 

Charles  Stone. _ _ . 477 

As  to  Permanency. 

4.  Where  there  is  a  reasonable  probability  that  the  disability  existing  at  the  date 

of  examination  will  decrease  with  the  lapse  of  time,  or  where  it  is  suscepti- 
ble of  amelioration  by  means  easily  within  the  claimant's  reach,  it  can  not 
be  regarded  as  permanent  within  the  act  of  June  27,  1890. 

Hvnry  Kirkhoff . 14 

Manual  Labor  Defined. 

5.  Manual  labor,  within  the  meaning  of  the  pension  laws,  does  not  mean  labor 

with  the  hands  merely,  but  labor  performed  with  bodily  exertion  or  muscular 
effort,  and  the  man  who  can  perform  the  duties  of  county  surveyor  is  not 
wholly  unable  to  perform  manual  labor. 

Redney  F,  McDonald 498 
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5.  Claimant  having  been  dishonorably  discharged  from  his  term  of  enlistment  in 

Company  H,  Fortieth  Ohio  Infantry  Volunteers,  for  service  in  the  war  of 
the  rebellion,  he  has  no  title  to  pension  under  the  provisions  of  section  2  of 
the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  for  the  reason  that  he  was  not  honorably  discharged 
from  all  of  the  service  he  contracted  to  perform  daring  said  war. 

George  Vaiisickle .  336 

Diaehaxge  fbr  Promotloii 

6.  The  discharge  of  an  enlisted  man  by  reason  of  his  promotion  to  a  higher  rank 

(lieutenant)  is  not  a  discharge  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  of  June  27, 
1890;  the  purpose  of  said  discharge  is  not  to  terminate  his  service,  but  to 
retain  him  in  the  service  in  a  higher  grade,  and  when  such  soldier  was,  after 
his  promotion,  dismissed  from  the  service  by  sentence  of  a  court-martial  he 
can  not  be  held  to  have  been  honorably  discharged. 

Mary,  indow  of  Adam  Landfrit 530 

DISLOYALTY. 

Laws  OoTeming  as  to,  Oonerally. 
1.  Applicants  for  bounty  land  under  the  act  of  March  3,  1855  (sec.  2425,  R.  S.), 
must  show  that  during  the  late  rebellion  against  the  authority  of  the  United 
States  they  were  known  to  be  opposed  to  such  rebellion  and  distinctly  in 
favor  of  its  suppression.  (Sec.  3480,  R.  S.) 
A  pardon  does  not  f^uthorize  the  allowance  of  a  bounty-land  claim  to  a  person 
whose  sympathies  were  not  known  to  l)e  against  the  late  rebellion  and  in 
favor  of  its  suppression. 

Martha  M.  WeUh .  163 

If  a  Bar  to  Pemion. 
I,  The  admissions  of  this  appellant  under  oath,  as  well  as  the  other  evidence  in 
this  case,  show  that  he  rendered  voluntary  service  in  the  Confederate  army 
during  the  late  war  of  the  rebellion,  and  consequently  his  title  to  pension  is 
barred  by  the  provisions  of  section  4716,  Revised  Statutes. 

Anastatio  Capella 308 

Enlistment  to  Escape  Imprisonment. 
J.  Claimant,  while  a  prisoner  of  war  at  Salisbur)%  N.  C.  offered  to  enlist  in  the 
Confederate  army,  with  the  avowed  purpose  of  making  tis  escape  to  the 
Federal  Army,  as  is  shown  by  the  evidence:  was  never  actually  enlisted  or 
mustered  into  said  service,  but  was  subsecjuently  paroled,  wher  he  returned 
to  the  Union  Army  and  served  therein  until  mustered  out  in  May,  1865. 
Under  the  circumstances  it  is  held  that  it  is  not  shown  that  he  voluntarily 
aided  and  abetted  the  late  rebellion  against  the  authority  of  the  United 
States,  and  his  case  does  not  come  within  the  i)rohibition  of  section  4716, 
Revised  Statutes. 

George  L.  Henry. . . .   422 

Cons<tription. 
t.  Involuntary  service  in  the  Confederate  army  by  a  conscript  does  not  bring  a 
claimant  for  pension  within  the  provisions  of  section  4716,  Revised  Statutes. 
Appellant  was  22  years  old  when  he  entered  the  Confederate  service.  The 
age  limit  of  the  conscription  law  of  the  Confederacy  of  April  1,  1862,  was 
from  18  to  35  years;  that  of  September,  1862,  18  to  45  years,  and  of  the  law 
of  February,  1864,  from  17  to  50  years,  and  the  appellant  was  subject  to  con- 
scription, as  alleged  and  shown. 

Jifaae  X,  Balib,  alias  John  Un  nhip "^         I 
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Ckmdonatioii — Sabeequeat  Loyal  Service. 

5.  The  act  of  August  1 ,  1892.  is  not  retroactive,  and  a  widow  has  no  right  to  have 

sailor *s  claim  reopened  under  said  act  when  said  sailor  died  before  the 
passage  of  the  act. 

Andrew  J.  Passons _ 416 

Evidenoe,  Presmnptions,  and  Proof. 

6.  The  records  of  the  War  Department  show  that  claimant,  a  citizen  of  Iron 

County,  Mo.,  was  captured  December  3, 1864,  and  confined  at  Alton,  111., 
until  March  16,  1865,  when,  with  other  Ck>nfederate  prisoners,  he  enlisted  in 
the  United  States  Army:  Heldy  That  such  record  raises  the  presumption 
that  claimant  voluntarily  engaged  in,  aided,  or  abetted  the  late  rebellion 
against  the  authority  of  the  United  States,  and  the  burden  of  proof  is  upon  j 
him  to  show  the  contrary. 

WilHam  C\  Coiich. 39 

7.  The  presumption  from  the  fact  that  a  soldier,  while  in  rebel  prison,  enlisted 

in  the  rebel  army  is  that  he  voluntarily  aided  and  abetted  the  rebellion. 
But  this  presumption  may  be  set  aside  by  proof  that  it  was  his  intention,  by 
enlisting,  to  escape  to  the  Union  forces. 

James  H.  Rainey ._ _ 77 

Burden  of  Proof  to  Overcome  Presnmptlon  ii  on  Claimant 

8.  Where  service  in-  the  Confederate  army  is  shown  by  a  soldier's  or  sailors 

record,  the  burden  of  proof  is  on  his  widow  claiming  pension  on  acconnt  of 
his  service  and  death  to  show  that  such  service  was  not  voluntary.  Claim- 
ant in  this  case  not  having  satisfactorily  shown  that  her  husband's  service 
in  the  Confederate  army  was  involuntary,  her  claim  was  properly  rejected 
under  section  4716,  Revised  Statutes. 

Emma  H.  Sejfmour _ :^25 

Missonri  State  Onards. 

9.  Voluntary  services  in  the  Missouri  State  Guards  from  July  to  December,  isfil. 

under  call  of  Governor  Jackson,  precludes  claimant  from  pension  under  th*" 
act  of  June  27.  1896,  by  reason  of  the  provisions  of  section  4716.  Revised 
Statutes. 

.mtvoii  T.  BwhJi 254 

See  also  Bonnty  Land,  1,  2. 

DIVORCE. 

Decree  to  tako  Effect  on  Payment  of  Co:t8. 
1.  A  decree  of  divorce  which  states  that  said  decree  is  to  take  effect  upon  the 
payment  by  the  plaintiff  of  all  costs  of  the  proceeding  is  good,  though  Wv' 
costs  are  never  paid,  said  condition  injected  into  the  decree  in  regard  to  the 
payment  of  costs  being  mere  surplusage. 

Mary  J.   Poorlmugh __ 1*^ 

See  also  Marriage  and  Divorce ;  Jurisdiction,  1-8. 

DRAFTED  MEN 
See  Servioe,  18. 

ELECTION. 

Between  Oeneral  Law  and  Act  of  June  27,  1890. 
1.  Section  4715,  Revised  Statutes,  relating  to  the  matter  of  ** election,"  is  not 
proi)erly  applicable  to  the  administration  of  the  act  of  June  27,  189<>.  the 
provisos  of  section  2  of  the  latter  act  having  clearly  designated  under  what 
circumstances  claimants  or  appUcantK  under  other  laws  shall  receive  its 
benefits. 

Clement  B.  (ruvhet^H --   "^^ 
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!.  The  claimant,  being  a  pensioner  nnder  prior  laws  at  less  than  $6  per  month, 
and  having  shown  himself  entitled  to  the  benefits  of  the  act  of  Jnne  27, 
1890,  a  certificate  tinder  the  latter  act  must  issue  to  him,  no  election  on  his 
part  being  necessary;  and  his  acceptance  of  pension  under  said  act  does  not 
preclude  him  from  thereafter  prosecuting  a  claim  for  and  receiving  pension 
under  any  other  act,  the  only  restriction  being  that  he  shall  not  receive 
more  than  one  (lension  for  the  same  period.  This  decision  is  not  intended 
to  affect  adjudications  heretofore  made  by  the  Bureau  of  Pensions  and 
accepted  by  the  claimants. 
Ibid. 

Notice. 
.  Where  notice  sent  to  the  soldier  of  his  privilege  to  elect  to  take  pension  under 
the  general  law  in  lieu  of  the  pension  he  was  receiving  under  the  act  of 
June  27, 1890,  did  not  inform  him  from  what  date  the  old-law  pension  would 
begin,  or  that  if  he  accepted  it  he  would  have  to  relinquish  all  the  i)ension 
he  had  received  under  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  for  the  same  period,  and  he 
thereupon  made  a  choice  which  resulted  in  depriving  him  of  pension 
entirely  for  nine  months,  and  gave  him  a  smaller  rate  for  the  future,  and 
died  about  a  month  after  receiving  the  certificate,  the  election  by  him  was 
not  binding  and  final,  as  he  did  not  have  reasonable  time  and  opportunity 
to  take  steps  to  have  said  action  set  aside.  Such  action  may  now  be  set 
aside  and  readjudication  made  at  the  request  of  his  widow. 

Randal  Montgomery _     859 

ENLISTMENT. 
Under  Act  of  Jnly  27,  1892. 

Enlistment  is  a  prerequisite  condition  of  title  to  pension  under  the  act  of  July 
27,  1S92,  and  can  be  proven  in  cases  thereunder  only  by  the  records  or  by  the 
certificate  of  the  proper  oflScer  of  the  War  Department.  Evidence  as  to  per- 
formance of  service  or  as  to  honorable  discharge  therefrom  is  incompetent 
and  inadmissible  in  the  absence  of  above  proof  as  to  enlistment. 

WiUiam  C.  Wniiamson 872 

See  also  Service. 

EVIDENCE. 
Affidavits,  Execution  of. 

Evidence  verified  before  an  officer  who  is  the  claimant  s  attorney  can  not  be 
considered  in  the  adjudication  of  a  claim  for  pension.  Evidence  thus  veri- 
fied should  be  returned  to  the  attorney  or  the  claimant,  as  the  circumstances 
may  warrant,  with  information  as  to  the  reason  why  it  can  not  be  considered, 
and  such  other  and  further  information  as  maybe  deemed  proper  and  advis- 
able.   Willful  violation  of  the  rule  is  ground  for  disbarring  an  attorney. 

Lydia  J,  Miner. 104 

Bounty-Land  Warrant  as  Evidence  of  Title  to  Peniion. 
.  The  granting  of  a  bounty-land  warrant  based  upon  the  title  thereto  conferred 
by  the  act  of  March  8,  1855,  does  not  necessarily  constitute  proof  of  title  to 
pension  under  the  act  of  July  27,  1892. 

William  C,  Williamson 872 

Certifleate  of  Disability. 
.  When  a  soldier  has  procured  his  discharge  by  reason  of  his  own  false  state- 
ments, which  said  statements  are  recited  in  his  certificate  of  discharge,  he 
will  not  be  allowed  in  a  pension  claim  to  deny  the  truth  of  these  statements, 
but  he  may  attack  the  fact  that  he  made  such  statements,  as  fraud  or  mis- 
take on  the  part  of  those  who  made  the  xecoid  \ft  aX'^r^i'^^  qv«ii\»  v^^^^- 

JohnH.Ruhl ^"^^ 
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4.  Claimant  »erved  from  January  5,  1888,  to  Jnne  12.  1889,  when  he  was  dis- 

charged on  a  surgeon's  certificate  of  disability,  in  which  it  was  stated  that 
he  was  an  imbecile  and  had  been  unfit  for  duty  ever  since  joining  the  trooji 
to  which  he  belonged,  and  that  his  disability  existed  prior  to  enlistment. 
It  is  held  that  said  certificate  of  discharge  not  only  outweighs  the  pre9nmp»- 
tion  of  prior  soundness  or  the  claimant's  allegations  thereof,  but  satiiifac- 
torilv  establishes  the  facts  stated  in  such  certificate  until  the  same  are 
clearly  disproved. 

HiUiard  PrenUm 374 

Certifioatei  of  Ezamination  not  Eridenoe. 

5.  Examining  surgeons  are  officers  of  the  Government,  and  it  is  presumed  that 

their  duty  has  l)een  properly  performed,  in  the  absence  of  evidence  to  th<» 
(^ontrary,  and  the  single  affidavit  of  a  q\\\\  surgeon  is  not  sufficient  to 
impeach  the  certificate  of  a  board  of  official  surgeons. 

TheiHlore  M.  Koyt .331 

6.  Whenever,  in  a  claim  for  increase  of  pension  under  the  general  law,  an  api)li- 

cant,  after  long  and  unexplained  silence,  alleges  a  new  disability,  of  which 
there  is  neither  record  nor  medical  evidence,  the  adverse  presumption  aris- 
ing from  the  absence  of  such  evidence  is  open  to  rebuttal  by  the  testimony 
of  officers,  comrades,  and  neighbors:  but  such  presumption  is  not  out- 
weighed by  the  mere  recital,  under  oath,  of  assertions  made  long  since  by  the 
soldier  liims'lf  or  by  general  and  vague  statements  of  the  witnesses,  and 
can  be  overcome  only  by  direct  and  positive  proof  of  incurrence  and  exL^t- 
euce,  or  by  satiafactorv  evidence  as  to  facts  and  circumstances,  from  which 
said  incun'ence  and  existence  are  to  be  naturally,  fairly,  and  reasonably 
inferred. 

DarUl  Kiley 449 

PretnmplioDi. 

7.  The  law  contemplates  that  a  soldier  shall  be  subjected  to  a  physical  examina- 

tion at  the  time  of  his  enlistment,  to  a.scertain  his  fitness  for  the  service. 
When  such  examination  has  been  omitted,  the  presumption  that  he  was  free 
from  disability  at  enlistment  loses  much  of  its  force.  The  record  that  a  sol- 
dier had  hernia  while  in  the  service  and  the  legal  presumption  of  hia  sound- 
ness at  enlistment  are  not  sufficient  to  prove  that  the  hernia  occurred  aa  a 
result  of  the  service.  The  time  and  place  and  circumstances  of  the  origin 
of  the  disability  should  be  proved,  in  order  that  its  connection,  as  a  resalt 
with  the  service,  may  be  determined. 

A ndrew  ,/.  Willis. ...   ...    .    . .411 

Record  of  War  Departmont. 

8.  Neither  record  nor  medical  evidence  of  incurrence  or  treatment  in  service  is 

absolutely  essential  to  prove  service  origin;  but  an  absence  of  such  evidence 
should  be  satisfactorily  accounted  for,  as  a  claim  must  be  established  by  the 
best  evidence  of  which  the  case  in  its  nature  is  susceptible,  and  the  absence 
of  record  or  medical  evidence  showing  existence  of  and  treatment  in  the 
service  for  a  disabling  cause,  alleged  as  a  basis  of  pension,  under  certain 
circumstances,  be  a  valid  and  legal  ground  for  rejection. 

Johyi  R,  Jonen :m 

See  also  Dialoyilty,  6,  7,  8;  Xarriage,  4,  6;  Serviea,  Evid«noe  of. 
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EXAMINATIONS. 

Medical,  Oenerally,  at  to  Commingiflner'a  Powen. 

1.  Whenever  a  claimant  shall  have  been  ordered  and  appears  before  a  board  of 

examining  snrgeons  for  examination,  all  the  members  of  snch  board  shall 
I>articipate  in  snch  examination,  and  no  certificate  from  such  board  will  be 
accepted  which  fails  to  show  this  fact,  save  only  in  cases  where  a  claimant, 
on  appearing  and  finding  a  less  number  of  surgeons  than  the  full  board 
present,  shall  consent,  in  writing  on  such  certificate,  to  be  examined  by  the 
members  of  said  board  then  present. 

Byron  A.  Predmore.   ..     . 165 

2.  The  secretary  of  the  board  shall  certify  on  the  back  of  the  certificate  the  names 

of  all  the  members  of  the  board  who  were  present  and  participating  in  such 
examination,  and  when  a  full  board  has  participated  in  the  examination 
the  certificate  of  the  secretary  of  the  board  will  suffice;  but  in  case  a  full 
board  is  not  present  the  applicant  may  refuse  to  be  examined,  and  appear 
at  a  later  day  before  a  full  board. 
Ibid, 

3.  These  rules  shall  take  effect  only  from  the  1st  day  of  October.  1896.  and  are 

not  intended  to  disturb  cases  heretofore  adjudicated  in  good  faith,  according 
to  the  practice  heretofore  existing  in  the  Bureau  of  Pensions. 
Ibid. 

4.  A  medical  examination  to  test  the  right  of  claimant  to  the  benefit  of  the  act  of 

July  14, 1892,  ought  not  to  be  ordered  until  claimant  himself  has  establishe<l 
a  prima  facie  right  to  the  benefit  of  said  act. 

TJiomaa  J.  Hoicren .    .    .         . .  2*28 

Special. 

5.  No  evidence  whatever  of  origin  of  alleged  disability  having  been  file<l.  a  prima 

facie  case  is  not  made  out.  and  it  is  not  the  duty  of  the  Bureau  to  hold  a 
special  examination  in  order  to  try  to  establish  the  claim. 

William  Strong .     . . 292 

FACE  BRIEF. 

1.  Where,  in  a  claim  for  increase  to  $50  per  month  on  account  of  the  necessity 
for  periodical  aid  and  attendance,  there  is  nothing  to  show  final  official 
action,  except  medical  slips  and  a  brief  indorsement  on  the  case  jacket, 
appeal  will  be  dismissed,  in  order  that  action  on  the  merits  of  the  claim  may 
be  taken  by  the  Bureau  on  a  properly  prepared  face  brief,  showing  defi- 
nitely legal  and  medical  conclusions  as  to  all  disabilities  and  claims. 

Alfred  Barlow 282 


Fee  not  Dependent  on  Amount  of  Feniion  Granted. 

1 .  Fee  should  not  l>e  denied  for  the  reason  that  the  allowance  of  the  claim  in 

which  the  fee  was  earned  does  not  result  in  pecuniary  benefit  to  the  claimant. 
Thomas  S.  Bradford 139 

Fee  Dependent  on  Service  Rendered. 

2.  As  appellants  had  no  valid  power  of  attorney  in  the  case  and  rendered  no 

material  service,  they  have  no  title  to  fee. 

Jo/i?/  //.  Schoonover \^ 
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Reduction  of  Fee  Agreed  Upon. 
8.  It  is  within  the  power  of  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions,  even  when  a  fee 
agreement  is  recognized,  to  declare  that  in  no  case  of  the  nature  described     I 
will  a  fee  greater  than  $10.50  be  allowed,  to  include  and  cover  all  services 
and  expenses. 

George  D.  Hilton 1S2 

Befandment  of  Fee. 

4.  Where,  under  a  former  administration,  owing  to  error  of  law  or  mistake  of 

fact,  or  both,  a  fee  has  been  improperly  paid,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  Commis- 
sioner to  require  refundment. 

John  H.  Schooiwver 10 

5.  An  attorney's  title  to  a  fee  is  dependent  on  his  client's  title  to  a  pension,  and 

where  the  pension  was  fraudulently  obtained  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions 
may  require  the  refundment  of  the  fee  paid  the  attorney  who  pronecnted 
the  claim,  as  well  as  the  pension  so  paid  the  claimant. 

Elizabeth  Striggon 12 

6.  The  Bureau  of  Pensions  has  no  authority  to  demand  the  refundment  of  a  fee 

except  where  the  record  shows  one  has  been  allowed,  and  paid  through 
error,  fraud,  or  mistake,  or  where  one  has  been  legally  allowed,  but  paid  to 
an  attorney  not  entitled  thereto. 

Mylon  Angel 4) 

No  Fund,  no  Fee. 

7.  Generally  a  fee  should  be  allowed  if  a  fund  has  accrued,  or  may  accrne,  in 

the  claim  in  which  the  fee  was  earned. 

Thomas  S,  Bradford 139 

8.  As  the  only  fee  provided  by  law  is  to  be  deducted  from  the  pension,  it  follows 

that  when  payment  of  accrued  pension  is  expressly  limited  to  the  defrayal 
of  the  expenses  of  pensioner's  last  illness  and  burial,  there  is  no  fund  from 
which  the  payment  of  a  fee  can  be  made. 

Lawrence  H.  Davis 40) 

Ihffionlty  and  Trouble,  Fee  in  Cases  of. 

9.  Service  rendered  by  an  attorney  in  securing  the  removal  of  suspension  of  pay- 

ment in  a  pension  case  comes  within  the  provision  of  section  4  of  the  act  of 
July  4,  1884  (amended  sec.  4786  R.  S.),  authorizing  the  CommissionT  of 
Pensions  to  recognize  fee  agreements  in  certain  classes  of  claims,  '*and  in 
such  other  cases  of  difficulty  and  trouble  as  the  Commissioner  may  see  fit  to 
recognize. " 

George  D.  Hilton IS'i 

10.  Where  application  for  additional  pension  is  made  after  issue  to  allow  pension 

in  a  widow's  original  claim,  no  fee  can  be  allowed  unless,  in  the  opinion  of 
the  Commissioner  of  Pensions,  claim  is  one  of  '*  difficulty  and  trouble."  in 
which  a  fee  may  be  allowed. 

Minors  of  Louis  OUendorf.   _ 272 

DnpUcate  or  Reiaane  of  Certifioate,  Fee  in. 

11.  A  fee  will  not  be  allowed  for  securing  a  new  or  a  duplicate  pension  certificate. 

Marvin  H.Sackrtt 261 

12.  When  an  attorney  is  obligated  to  secure  the  allowance  of  pension  from  the 

earliest  date  from  which  pension  can  be  allowed,  he  is  not  entitled  to  an 
additional  fee  upon  reissue  to  correct  the  date  of  the  commencement  of 
pension. 

Flying  (an  Indhiu) 376 
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Sup]ioat0  or  more  GUiiu,  Fee  in. 

13.  An  attorney  who  is  a  member  of  a  firm  which  received  the  full  contract  fee  in 

the  original  claim  is  not  entitled  to  an  additional  fee  in  a  claim  for  renting 
or  reissne  to  correct  the  date  of  the  commencement  of  pension  allowed  in 
the  original  claim. 

Patrick  McEtieany 206 

14.  Claims  for  additional  x)ension  to  widows,  nnder  section  4703,  Revised  Statutes, 

whether  commenced  by  the  widow  or  by  the  gaardian  in  behalf  of  the  minor 
children  of  a  soldier  by  a  former  wife,  are  not  original  claims  for  pension 
within  the  meaning  of  the  act  of  Jnly  4, 1884,  in  relation  to  fees. 

Minors  of  Louis  Ollendorf 272 

15.  Wliere  application  for  snch  additional  pension  and  for  the  widow's  additional 

X)en8ion  are  x)ending  separately  and  simnltaneonsly  they  constitnte  bnt  one 
claim,  for  the  prosecution  of  which  only  one  fee  can  be  paid. 
Ibid, 

.6.  As  the  appellant  has  received  the  stipulated  fee,  he  is  not  entitled  to  an  addi- 
tional one. 

Minorsof  Robert  C.  Banker 303 

7.  Where  an  attorney,  who  has  been  paid  $25,  enters  into  a  partnership,  and  the 

firm  files  new  articles  of  agreement,  no  fee  can  be  paid  to  the  firm  for  com- 
pleting the  claim  for  disabilities  pending  when  the  certificate  issued  on 
which  the  attorney  received  the  $25,  but  not  included  in  such  certificate. 

August  Koch 342 

DnpUoato  Dodaratioiis,  Fee  in. 

8.  Where  two  applications  identical  in  substance  and  purpose  are  filed  in  a  pen- 

sion claim,  each  by  a  different  attorney,  and  by  mistake  are  jacketed  sepa- 
rately and  given  different  numbers,  and  both  attorneys  render  service,  the 
attorney  filing  the  first  application  is  entitled  to  recognition  and  the  fee. 

Caroline  Hoffman,^ 66 

IheraMO  COaiais,  Fee  in. 
.9.  Claims  for  additional  pension  to  widows  under  section  4703,  Revised  Statutes, 
whether  commenced  by  the  widow  or  by  the  guardiAn  on  behalf  of  the  minor 
children  of  a  soldier  by  a  former  wife,  are  not  original  claims  for  pension 
within  the  meaning  of  the  act  of  July  4, 1884,  in  relation  to  fees. 

Minors  of  Louis  OUendorf 272 

FEB  CONTRACTS. 

Stipulations  in  Ckntraot. 

1.  Fee  agreements  containing  a  provision  conditioning  that  the  amount  of  the 

stipulated  fee  shall  be  dependent  upon  the  rate  of  pension  allowed  are  not 
in  violation  of  law  or  public  policy,  and  will,  therefore,  be  recognized. 

Thomas  Robinson 211 

When  must  be  Filed. 

2.  All  evidence  as  to  the  contract  in  relation  to  fees  between  claimants  and  their 

agents  or  attorneys  must  be  filed  prior  to  issue  of  the  certificate  of  pension 
in  the  claim  to  which  it  is  to  be  applied. 

Elias  Shank 486 

FRAXTD  AND  MI8TAKB. 

Govenunont  may  Beimlmne  Itielf  in  Caie  of. 
1.  While  prosecuting  his  claim  for  pension  under  the  general  law  for  disease  of 
the  left  lung,  claimant  concealed  the  tact  that  Yie  'haA.\yQ^TL^Q\>\^caQ>'Qj^^a^^ 
Jnng  prior  to  bis  enlistment,  which  wound  canaed  \a&  ^i^»Q»SA  ^"^  \qs)l^.  'N^* 
P.  n.—voL.  S-^—36 
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is  held  that  such  concealment  amonnts  to  actual  fraud  on  his  part,  war- 
ranting the  withholding  of  the  pension  granted  him  under  the  act  of  Jime 
27,  1890,  to  reimburse  the  Government  for  moneys  paid  him  as  pension 
under  the  general  law  on  account  of  such  disease  of  lungs. 

James  A,  Trosper 75 

2.  Where  the  claimant  concealed  the  fact  that  he  had  epileptic  fits  before  enlist- 
ment and  introduced  testimony  to  show  that  he  was  in  sound  bodily  health 
when  he  entered  the  Army,  and  there  was  nothing  in  the  eyidence  before 
the  Pension  Bureau  to  suggest  the  contrary,  and  pension  was  allowed  for 
epilepsy,  which,  it  was  subsequently  ascertained,. existed  before  enlistment, 
it  is  held  that  the  x)ension  was  procured  by  fraud,  and  pension  due  under 
the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  may  be  withheld  to  reimburse  the  Gtovemment  for 
the  amount  erroneously  paid. 

WUliamH,  Robetton 887 

8.  While  prosecuting  his  claim  for  pension  under  the  general  law  for  an  iajniy 
of  the  left  hip,  claimant  concealed  the  fact  that  he  had  dislocated  said  hip 
when  a  boy  before  said  enlistment,  and  that  he  was  also  afficted  with  rhen- 
matiemof  the  hips  before  he  enlisted.  Such  concealment  isheldtohiTe 
amounted  to  actual  fraud  ou  his  part  in  prosecuting  his  claim,  warranting 
the  withholding  of  the  pension  granted  him  under  the  act  of  June  27, 1890, 
to  reimburse  the  Government  for  moneys  paid  him  under  the  general  law 
on  account  of  said  injury  to  hip. 

Herman  O.  Pike 814 

Government  may  not  Eeimbima  ItMlf  Bseopt  in  Caae  o£ 

4.  The  Government  can  not  withhold  the  pension  granted  under  the  act  of  June 

27,  1890,  to  reimburse  itself  for  moneys  erroneously  paid  as  jiension  under 
the  general  law  when  such  pension  was  not  procured  through  fraud  or  mis- 
take, but  was  allowed  as  the  result  of  an  erroneous  judgment  on  the  evi- 
dence. 

Christian  May 71 

5.  Recovery  of  pension,  when  paid  uxwn  an  erroneous  judgment  and  not  through 

fraud  or  mistake  of  fact,  is  without  authority  of  law  or  the  rules  of  practice, 
as  interpreted  by  the  opinion  of  the  Assistant  Attorney-General  (6  P.  D. ,  297). 
Pension  was  allowed  in  this  case  under  the  general  law  upon  an  erroneons 
judgment  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  evidence  of  the  contributions  of  soldier,  and 
when  additional  evidence  was  filed  showing  that  no  contributions  had  been 
made,  the  pensioner's  name  was  dropped  from  the  rolls.  There  was  no  fraud 
on  the  part  of  pensioner  in  procuring  the  x)ension,  nor  mistake  of  fact  in  its 
allowance,  but  there  was  failure  to  ascertain  a  fact,  and  when  jiension  was 
allowed  to  her  under  act  of  June  27,  1890,  it  was  error  to  withhold  such 
pension  to  reimburse  the  Government  for  the  amount  paid  by  reason  of  the 
former  erroneous  judgment.    That  action  should  be  rescinded. 

MaryChryst 942 

See  also  Mistake;  Boimlranament,  4,  6,  6. 

HAWKINS  TAYLOR  COMMISSION. 

See  Service,  2, 8. 


Aet  of  Jaanary  6,  1898. 
1.  The  increase  of  pension  provided  by  the  act  of  January  5,  1803,  for  survivors 
of  the  war  with  Mexico,  is  to  be  granted  only  to  those  survivors,  otherwise 
entitled,  who,  on  the  5th  ot  3auTi&rj ,  \^^'^,  ^«t^  Va  t^«»^:^\> i^t  v^  x^eusion  of 
$8  per  month  on  acconnt  of  service  m  >2kift  'w^x  -mVJft.'^^iX^i. 

George  W.  Tieist - '^^ 
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I.  One  who  has  an  income  of  $400  yearly  is  not  included  in  those  entitled  to  in- 
crease under  the  act  of  January  5, 1893. 

Cleorge  W.  Rust 415 

nrSANB  PERSONS. 
Payment  of  Pennon  to. 

.  Where  a  person  has  been  judicially  declared  insane,  or  is  confined  in  an  insti- 
tution for  the  safekeeping,  care,  and  treatment  of  the  insane,  he  must  prose- 
cute his  or  her  claim  by  next  friend,  guardian,  or  committee;  but  pasrment 
will  be  made  only  to  the  qualified  guardian  or  committee. 

Joel  Ames  {insane) 171 

Powen  of  Attorney  from. 
.  A  power  of  attorney  executed  by  a  person  who  has  not  been  judicially  declared 
insane  nor  confined  in  an  asylum  for  the  insane  or  other  public  institution 
for  the  care  and  keeping  of  insane  persons,  though  the  party  was  insane  at 
the  time,  will  be  recognized  until  repudiated  by  the  claimant,  his  guardian,  or 
oonmiittee  before  the  completion  of  the  claim ;  but  if  the  attorney  so  appointed 
enters  into  the  prosecution  of  the  claim  in  good  faith,  without  notice  of  the 
insanity  of  the  claimant,  and  has  rendered  valuable  service  in  the  claim,  and 
is  properly  conducting  the  prosecution  of  the  same,  he  will  be  protected  in 
his  rights  as  in  other  cases. 

Joel  Ames  {insane) 171 

.  A  power  of  attorney  to  prosecute  a  pension  claim,  executed  by  a  claimant  after 
having  been  judicially  declared  insane,  or  while  confined  in  an  asylum  for 
the  insane,  will  not  be  recognized,  and  the  attorney  filing  the  same  should 
be  BO  notified. 
Ibid. 

Pioieeatlon  of  Claimi  by. 
.  A  declaration  for  pension  may  be  made  by  a  person  non  compos  mentis,  but  if 
it  appear  that  he  was  at  the  time  of  executing  the  same,  or  thereafter  becomes 
incapable  of  understanding  the  nature  of  his  claim,  and  incapable  of  prose- 
cuting the  same,  the  case  must  thereafter  be  prosecuted  by  the  next  friend, 
guardian,  or  committee  of  such  person. 

Joel  Ames  {insane) 171 

.  Where  a  person  has  not  been  judicially  declared  insane  nor  confined  in  any 
asylum  or  public  institution  for  the  care,  keeping,  and  treatment  of  the 
insane,  he  may  prosecute  a  claim  for  pension  in  person. 
Ibid, 
See  also  Ifinori,  4,  6,  e,  7,  8,  9. 

JURISDICTION. 
Of  Conrti. 

.  Where  it  appears  from  inspection  of  the  record  that  the  defendant  at  the  time 

of  the  alleged  service  upon  her  was  beyond  the  reach  of  the  process  of  the 

court,  and  that  service  upon  such  defendant  was  made  by  publication,  it 

must  appear  that  the  requirements  of  the  statutes  authorizing  service  by 

publication  have  been  strictly  complied  with. 

Josephine  S,  Boyd ...      1 

t.  The  statute  of  Nebraska,  which  requires  that  publication  must  be  made  for 
four  consecutive  weeks  and  must  notify  the  person  or  persons  thus  to  be 
served  when  they  are  required  to  answer,  and  which  provides  that  the 
answer  or  demurrer  to  the  plaintiff's  petition  must  be  filed  on  or  before  the 
third  Monday  after  the  return  day  of  the  «vmiTiiOTi!&  ot  ^v^S^^c^aMv^sgl^I  "Oc^ 
notice,  is  not  complied  with  where  the  notice,  'w\x\<:^  >n«»  '^\iM\^^^  V2rt  'Oqa 
STBt  time  on  October  2  i886,  notified  the  deteuOLiKaY.  >3tk»X.^'!i^^''  t5!!«jqsse^ 
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to  answer  said  peUUon.  on  or  before  Monday,  the  18th  day  of  October.  A.D. 
1886/*  and  such  notice  conferred  no  jnrisdiction  on  the  court  over  tiie 
defendant  or  the  subject-matter  of  the  snit. 
Ibid. 

8.  A  divorce  decreed  against  a  nonresident  defendant  of  said  State  with  nootiier 
notice  than  thus  stated,  in  proceedings  where  no  appearance  was  made,  ii 
void. 

Ibid, 

4.  In  snch  a  case  the  rejection  of  a  widow's  claim  for  pension  on  the  gronnd  th&t 

she  was  not  the  legal  widow  of  soldier  becanse  he  was  divorced  from  her  by 
snch  decree  was  error. 
Ibid, 

5.  In  a  State  where  the  statnte  requires  in  a  petition  for  divorce,  in  addition  to 

the  facts  on  which  plaintiff  claims  relief,  a  statement  specifying  the  town 
and  county  in  which  he  has  resided,  the  entire  length  of  his  residence 
therein,  after  deducting  all  absence  from  the  State,  and  that  such  residence 
has  been  in  good  faith  and  not  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  a  divorce  only, 
the  court  will  not  acquire  jurisdiction  in  a  suit  for  divorce  unless  the  peti- 
tion contains  such  averments. 

Mary  Holmes 134 

6.  When  a  court  exercises  a  special  ix>wer  conferred  upon  it  by  statute,  and  not 

according  to  the  course  of  the  common  law,  it  must  strictly  comply  with 
the  requirements  of  the  statute,  and  such  compliance  must  affirmatiTely 
appear  from  the  record  itself. 
Ibid, 

7.  In  the  State  of  Iowa  the  judge's  calendar  is  not  a  part  of  the  court  reoordB, 

and  an  entry  therein  will  not  constitute  a  judgment.    In  this  case  the  only 
record  of  a  decree  of  divorce  having  been  entered  was  contained  in  the  min- 
utes of  the  judg^,  which  stated:  *'  Decree  of  divorce  as  prayed  for  at  plain- 
tiff's cost,*'  and  it  was  held  that  a  divorce  was  not  proved. 
Ibid, 

8.  Where  a  transcript  of  the  proceedings  in  a  suit  for  divorce  in  the  State  of 

Iowa  fails  to  show  that  a  formal  decree  of  divorce  has  been  spread  upon  the 
records,  it  will  not  be  accepted  to  prove  such  divorce. 
Ibid. 

Of  GommlMloner  of  Pensions. 

9.  It  is  within  the  ix>wer  of  the  Conmiissioner  of  Pensions,  even  when  a  fee 

agreement  is  recognized,  to  declare  that  in  no  case  of  the  nature  described 
will  a  fee  greater  than  $10.50  be  allowed,  to  include  and  cover  all  services 
and  exi)en8es. 

Oeorge  D.  Hilton 188 

See  also  Bating,  1. 

LBOITIMACir. 

Generally. 
1.  Legitimacy  being  a  prerequisite  to  the  legal  title  to  pension  of  minor  children, 
the  fact  that  the  parents  of  these  claimants  were  never  lawfully  mamed 
bars  them  from  receiving  any  pension  except  by  special  act  of  Congress  for 
their  benefit. 

Alleged  minora  of  HarttocU  Trickeu ^ 
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Of  Colored  Children. 
2.  The  issue  of  cnstomary  negro  marriages  are  deemed  legitimate  under  the  laws 
of  Kentucky,  and  as  the  alleged  marriage  of  claimant  was  not  such  as  is 
mentioned  in  section  4705,  Revised  Statutes,  it  is  governed  by  the  laws  of 
Kentucky,  as  he  was  redding  in  that  State  at  the  date  his  right  to  pension 
accrued. 

Ou8  Johnson  (father  of ) 463 

LIMITATION. 
Orphan  Brothen  and  Siiten. 

1.  The  claims  of  orphan  brothers  and  sisters,  under  section  4707,  Revised  Stat- 

utes, do  not  come  within  the  exception  to  the  limitation  as  to  commence- 
ment of  pension  in  the  proviso  of  the  second  section  of  the  act  of  March  3, 
1879,  applicable  to  claims  by  and  in  behalf  of  insane  persons  and  children 
under  16  years  of  age. 

Minonsisters  of  Alexander  Sutton 137 

2.  In  claim  of  orphan  brothers  and  sisters  under  the  age  of  16  years,  filed  under 

section  4707,  Revised  Statutes,  subsequent  to  June  30, 1880,  pensions  can 
not  commence  prior  to  filing  of  such  declaration,  and  such  claims  are  barred 
when  so  filed  after  claimants  arrive  at  the  age  of  16  years,  there  being  no 
pensionable  periods  in  such  cases. 
Ibid. 
See  also  Xinon,  10, 11, 18. 


IiIHE  of  dutt. 

GeneraUy. 

1.  Upon  the  report  of  the  War  Department  that  there  are  no  orders  directing 

soldiers  to  play  base  ball,  but  that  the  Dei>artment  encourages  athletic 
sports  by  enlisted  men  as  promoting  the  efficiency  of  the  men,  and  it  has 
been  the  rule  to  regard  injuries  received  by  officers  and  enlisted  men  while 
engaged  in  such  sport  in  camp  or  garrison  as  incurred  in  line  of  duty,  it  was 
held  that  the  rejection  on  the  ground  alone  that  alleged  disability  was 
incurred  while  playing  ball  was  error,  and  the  case  was  remanded  for  fur- 
ther investigation  as  to  the  circumstances  under  which  such  disability  was 
incurred,  and  further  adjudication. 

Henry  Newman 532 

Absence  from  Command  at  Afbeting  Line  of  Duty. 

2.  Soldier  shot  by  guerrillas  while  returning  to  his  command  after  having  been 

absent  for  several  days  on  leave  for  the  purpose  of  visiting  his  family  and 
friends  was  not  in  line  of  duty. 

Daniel  V,  Mdvin 89 

Personal  Altereation. 

3.  Claimant,  who  was  shot  by  a  civilian  in  consequence  of  remarks  made  by  him 

relative  to  a  quarrel  then  in  progress  between  such  civilian  and  another 
officer  of  claimant's  regiment,  is  held  not  to  have  been  in  the  line  of  duty, 
regardless  of  the  question  as  to  whether  or  not  his  remarks  were  sufficient 
provocation  for  the  shooting. 

Bowman  H.  Peterson 56 

Tiolation  of  Orden,  L^nziee  Becflived  in,  not  in  line  of  Dntj. 
4«  A  soldier  is  not  deemed  in  line  of  duty,  within  the  meaning  of  the  pension 
laws,  when  engaged  in  the  violation  of  law,  or  of  any  rule,  order,  or  regu- 
lation of  the  military  service. 

Vincent  Paiar 312 

5.  When  soldier  was  shot  by  his  superior  officer  for  refusing  to  obey  his  order,  he 
can  not  be  pensioned  for  disability  due  to  Baid  gnx\&\io\>N90Tmi^A'^^*^^'^^i^8«sQ^ 
that  said  wound  was  not  incurred  in  line  oi  duty, 
Jlnd. 
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MARRIA.aB  AND  DIVORCE. 

KarriAge  Determined  by  the  lex  lod. 

1.  Where  the  widow  of  a  colored  soldier  applies  tmder  section  3  of  the  act  of  June 

27, 1890,  section  4705,  Revised  Statutes,  has  no  application,  and  the  widow 
mnst  prove  her  marriage  hy  the  lex  loci. 

Lettie  Hawkins  (colored) _ 22 

When  en  Impediment  to  Karriage  Siiits. 

2.  As  it  appears  that  the  soldier  was  married  previous  to  his  marriage  to  the 

claimant,  proof  of  a  prima  facie  valid  marriage  between  soldier  and  claim- 
ant is  not  sufficient  in  the  absence  of  the  proof  of  the  death  or  divorce  of  the 
first  wife. 

Mary  A.  Reynolds. 287 

8.  The  question  as  to  whether  an  imx)ediment  existed  to  a  valid  marriage,  arisLng 

in  a  pension  claim  of  a  widow,  is  a  question  of  fact,  and  the  Pension  Bureau 

in  determining  the  same  is  not  bound  by  the  decision  of  any  other  tribunal. 

Catherine  Maker,  toidotv  of  John  Tyge 596 

Verdict  of  Jury,  when  not  Admiif  ble  to  Prove. 

4.  The  verdict  of  a  jury  acquitting  an  attorney  or  agent  charged  with  preeanting 

and  prosecuting  a  fictitious,  false,  and  fraudulent  claim  for  pension  to  be 
X>aid  appellant  in  a  case  wherein  the  validity  of  her  marriage  was  in  question 
is  not  admissible  to  show  that  she  was  lawfully  married  to  the  soldier  on 
account  of  whose  death  she  claims  pension. 

Mary  F.  Barker 48 

Bnrden  of  Proof. 

5.  Claimant's  marriage  to  soldier  in  1877  is  shown  by  record  evidence,  and  she 

lived  with  him  as  a  wife  from  the  time  the  ceremony  was  performed  until 
•  his  death,  in  1884,  and  bore  him  four  children,  who  survived  soldier. 
Applicant  was  never  married  prior  to  her  marriage  with  soldier,  and  no 
evidence  appears  in  the  case  tending  to  show  that  soldier  was  ever  pren- 
ously  married,  but  all  the  witnesses  who  have  testified  in  the  claim  state 
that  they  never  heard  it  intimated  that  he  had  been  previously  married, 
but,  prior  to  this  marriage,  he  represented  himself  to  be  n  single  man,  and 
they  believed  this,  and  have  no  reason  to  believe  otherwise:  Held,  That  a 
legal  marriage  between  claimant  and  soldier  is  proved. 

MaryC.  Buckley 1» 

6.  Claimant  being  unable  to  prove  whether  the  soldier  had  been  previously  mar- 

ried, and  there  being  no  evidence  that  such  was  a  fact,  but  all  the  evidence 
rather  showing  that  there  was  no  such  prior  marriage,  the  burden  of  secnr- 
ing  the  necessary  evidence  is  upon  the  Government,  as  held  in  the  case  of 
the  widow  of  Ami  Kimball,  No.  586,051,  decided  April  4, 1896,  and  the  action 
of  rejection  is  reversed,  in  order  that  the  claim  may  be  specially  investi- 
gated. 

America  Hooker , 210 

In  Indiana. 

7.  Claimant  was  married  to  the  soldier  in  1859  by  a  ceremony,  and  they  lived 

together  in  the  relation  of  husband  and  wife,  in  the  State  of  Indiana,  from 

.  that  time,  until  soldier *s  death  in  1892,  and  twelve  children  were  the  iasae  of 

said  marriage.    At  the  date  of  this  marriage  the  soldier  had  a  prior  wife 

living,  who  procured  a  divorce  from  him  in  the  State  of  lUinoia  in  1863,  all 

of  which  facts  were  unknown  to  claimant  prior  to  soldier's  death.    It  is  held 

that  under  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Indiana,  while  the  marriage  in  1859  was 

void,  a  valid  common-law  inuxT\«k%<e  ^^xom^  between  claimant  and  soldier 

after  the  granting  of  a  decree  ot  dvjoxci^  va.  \^R^^>Q&Rk««:!u^^\*^DS6\|fiBSa»k 

after  the  impediment  waa  removed, T«A«v\iw.>3«i^\ix«aw^^ 
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sent,  which  the  supreme  court  of  Indiana  holds  is  the  essential  factor  of  a 
X)erfect  common-law  marriage  in  that  State. 

Louisa  J.  Doan 377 

Li  Maryland. 

8.  The  laws  of  Maryland  do  not  recognize  marriages  under  the  conmion-law  rules. 

Lettie  Hawkins  (colored) 22 

la  Jlew  York. 

9.  Claimant  married  the  soldier  in  1865  or  1866,  in  the  State  of  New  York,  and 

lived  with  him  as  his  wife  in  that  State  to  the  time  of  his  death,  in  1893. 
One  Sarah  Butler,  who  is  now  the  wife  of  one  Benham,  testiiied  that  she 
was  married  to  said  soldier  ten  years  before  the  war  by  a  Baptist  minister, 
but  that  just  prior  to  her  marriage  to  Benham  in  1864,  she  procured  a 
divorce  from  said  soldier  through  an  attorney  in  New  York  City,  but  that 
she  could  not  find  the  decree.  No  record  of  such  divorce  has  been  found: 
Htld,  That  as  the  evidence  of  previous  marriage  rests  on  the  same  testi- 
mony as  the  evidence  of  divorce,  under  the  circumstances,  and  the  deci- 
sions of  the  courts  of  New  York  and  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States,  claimant's  marriage  to  soldier  may,  as  the  case  now  stands,  be  held 
valid,  but  as  the  case  appears  to  be  susceptible  of  further  proof,  the  same  is 
reopened  for  further  special  examination. 

Lodiska  C,  Hyer 298 

In  Penniylvsiiia. 
).  In  Pennsylvania  marriage  is  a  civil  contract,  to  the  validity  of  which  the  con- 
sent of  the  parties,  able  to  contract,  is  all  that  is  required;  but  when  two 
persons  marry  while  one  of  them  has  a  husband  or  wife  living  and  not 
divorced,  such  marriage  is  void.  And  their  continued  cohabitation  after 
the  removal  of  the  impediment  to  their  legal  marriage,  without  proof  of  a 
subsequent  actual  marriage,  is  not  sufficient  to  raise  the  presumption  of  a 
marriage  after  the  removal  of  such  imx>ediment. 

Sarah  C,  Hayden 364 

In  TenneMoa 
I.  The  soldier,  on  account  of  whose  death  appellant  claims  pension,  having  had 
ample  opportunity  to  know,  or  to  ascertain  upon  slight  inquiry,  that  his 
first  wife  was  living  when  he  married  appellant,  is  presumed  to  have  known 
such  fact;  and  his  said  marriage  to  appellant  was  not  valid  under  section 
3293  of  the  code  of  Tennessee. 

Mary  F.  Barker 48 

I,  A  marriage  between  slaves,  celebrated  according  to  custom,  and  with  the  con- 
sent of  their  respective  owners,  has  always  been  held  a  valid  marriage  in 
the  State  of  Tennessee,  but  not  followed  by  all  the  legal  consequences  result- 
ing from  the  marriage  of  white  persons. 

Margaret  GhUbert  {widow) 249 

S.  A  marriage  between  slaves  which  has  been  ratified  after  the  parties  thereto 
were  emancipated,  becomes  a  valid  marriage  in  Tennessee,  and  is  followed 
by  all  the  legal  consequences  resulting  from  the  marriage  of  white  persons. 
Ibid, 

V.  A  slave  marriage  is  ratified  in  said  State  when  two,  who  were  formerly  slaves, 
and  who  contracted  a  marriage,  in  common-law  form,  or  one  celebrated 
under  the  statute  during  slavery,  continue  to  live  and  cohabit  together  as 
husband  and  wife  after  emancipation;  and  if  such  persons  were  living 
together  in  that  relation  on  the  26th  day  of  May,  1866,  they  are  made  hus- 
band and  wife  by  the  fifth  section  of  the  act  of  the  legislature  of  that  State 
passed  on  that  date. 
Ibid. 


\ 
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15.  A  snbBeqiient  marriage  of  either  of  snch  parties  while  the  other  is  living  and 

not  divorced  is  nnll  and  void. 
Ibid. 

16.  Soldier  having  married  one  Betsey  Gilbert  with  the  consent  of  their  master  in 

1856  when  both  were  slaves,  and  having  lived  together  aa  hasband  and  wif« 
from  that  time  to  1870,  claimant's  marriage  to  him  in  1871 ,  when  said  Betsey 
was  still  alive  and  not  divorced,  was  nnll  and  void,  and  she  has  no  status  as 
his  widow. 
Ibid. 

Of  BUvM  in  Tixginia. 

17.  The  act  of  the  assembly  of  Virginia  passed  Febmary  27, 1806,  recognized  tiM  re- 

lation of  marriage  between  such  colored  persons  as  were,  at  the  time  of  its 
passage,  cohabiting  with  each  other  nnder  an  agreement  or  understanding  to 
live  together  as  husband  and  wife.    Snch  an  agreement  need  not  be  in  expreaa 
terms.    It  may  be  implied  from  the  acts  and  declarations  of  the  parties. 
EdithFatUk  {alleged  tmdow) 218 

18.  Under  the  law  as  above  stated,  and  on  the  facts  elicited  by  special  examina- 

tion to  which  this  claimant  was  a  party,  the  claimant  is  shown  to  have  been 
the  wife  of  Stephen  Watkins;  and  since  the  act  of  Febmary  27, 1866,  was 
retrospective  in  its  nature,  and  merely  sanctioned  marriage  agreementB 
previously  entered  into  and  subsisting  at  the  time  of  the  act,  an  implied 
agreement  between  this  claimant  and  Stephen  Watkins  being  in  effective 
operation  at  the  time  of  the  claimant's  death,  there  can  be  no  period  of  time 
during  which  she  had  a  x)en8ibnable  status  as  the  widow  of  Lambert  Faulk, 
the  soldier  through  whom  she  claims. 
Ibid. 

In  Indian  Nationi. 

19.  The  Wyandotte  tribe  of  Indians  in  1882  were  a  distinct  political  community, 

and  as  such  possessed  the  power  of  self-government  and  the  conf«equent 
right  to  determine  the  social  condition  and  domestic  status  of  one  of  its 
members,  he  being  within  the  jurisdiction  of  and  a  domiciled  subject  of 
said  Wyandotte  Nation.  A  decree  of  divorce  granted  by  the  Wyandotte 
council,  being  an  act  of  the  nation  as  a  sovereignty,  exercised  thxxragh  its 
proper  channels,  and  not  prohibited  b}*"  the  Constitution  and  treaties  of  the 
United  States,  its  validity  is  not  affected  by  the  fact  that  said  decree  was 
granted  without  notice  to  defendant.  Such  decree  destroyed  the  marriage 
relation  existing  between  libelant  and  libelee,  and  is  effectual  to  necessitate 
a  holding  that  claimant  is  not  the  legal  widow  of  soldier. 

Cassandra  F.  Clark 385 

Of  Colored  and  Indian  Boldien. 

20.  Title  to  pension  in  the  widow  of  a  colored  soldier  is  dependent  upon  section 

4705,  Revised  Statutes,  if  the  soldier  died  by  reason  of  wounds,  injunes, 
casualties,  or  disease  contracted  in  the  military  or  naval  service  of  tbe 
United  States. 

Lettie  Hawkins  (colored) 22 

21.  The  mother  of  the  claimants  is  shown  not  to  have  lived  with  the  soldier  as  his 

wife  up  to  tbe  date  of  his  enlistment,  soldier  having  died  in  the  service,  and 

her  marriage  can  not  be  recognized  under  section  4705,  Revised  Statutes,  nor 

can  the  claimants  be  considered  as  his  children  for  pensionable  purposes. 

Minors  of  Oeorge  Barker,  alias  Oarrett 884 

22.  Where  the  bona  fide  moral  matrimonial  intent  is  lacking  between  a  male  and 

a  female  slave,  their  cohabitation  can  not  be  made  the  foundation  of  a  legal 
marital  status  by  force  oi  \aw  alter  eixiSAi^v^^^Q'Yi. 

Anne  Hughes - ^ 
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28.  daimant  was  married  to  the  soldier  before  the  war,  while  they  were  both 
slaves,  and  lived  with  him  until  he  entered  the  service.  He  did  not  resume 
matrimonial  relations  with  her  after  discharge,  but  in  1869  was  married  to 
one  Rachel  Williams,  with  whom  he  lived  until  his  death  in  1891.  Held, 
That  claimant  is  not  his  widow. 

PaUey  Waahifigton.. 862 


24.  Where  a  valid  common-law  marriage,  under  the  lex  loci,  existed  prior  to  the 

ceremonial  marriage  with  the  same  woman,  which  took  place  subsequent 
to  the  passage  of  the  act  of  June  37, 1890,  puch  ceremonial  marriage  neither 
added  to  nor  detracted  from  the  validity  of  the  common-law  marriage,  and 
claimant  has  title  under  the  latter  to  pension  under  said  act. 

Anna,  widow  of  John  A,  Koch 504 

Toid  Booante  of  a  Piior  Karriage. 

25.  At  the  date  of  the  passage  of  an  act  of  the  Arkansas  general  assembly,  Febru- 

ary 6, 1867,  providing  that  negroes  and  mulattoes  who  were  then  cohabiting 
as  husband  and  wife,  and  recognizing  that  relation,  should  be  deemed  law- 
fully married,  claimant  was  living  in  said  State  with  one  G^rge  Washing- 
ton in  the  relation  of  husband  and  wife.  Her  marriage  to  soldier  in  1871, 
while  Washington  was  alive,  and  undivorced  from  him,  was  therefore  void, 
and  she  is  not  his  lawful  widow. 

Mary  A.  Holmes 892 

lOLITIA. 

OflnsnUj. 

1.  A  State  militiaman,  claiming  under  subdivisions  1  and  3,  section  4693,  Revised 
Statutes,  must  show  that  his  organization  was  called  into  service  by  the 
President  of  the  United  States.  If  such  is  not  shown,  he  must  show  that 
his  organization  was  acting  under  orders  of  an  officer  of  the  United  States, 
and  that  he  received  a  wound  or  injury  in  battle  with  either  rebels  or 
Indians;  and,  further,  his  claim  must  have  been  prosecuted  to  a  successful 
issue  prior  to  July  4, 1874. 

James  L.  Hicks 518 


2.  The  provisions  of  the  "  Joint  resolution  to  restore  the  status  of  the  Missouri 
militia  who  served  during  the  late  war  "  do  not  extend  to  the  Enrolled  Mis- 
souri Militia  nor  to  the  provisional  companies  of  Missouri  militia. 

Katherine  Schtder,  widow  of  John  H.  SchvJer 462 

8.  A  member  of  a  provisional  company.  Enrolled  Missouri  Militia,  which  was 
organized  under  General  Order  107,  emanating  in  June,  1864,  from  the  adju- 
tant-general of  the  State  of  Missouri,  and  was  never  under  Federal  authority, 
but  solely  for  temi)orary  service  and  local  defense,  even  though  it  may  have 
formed  a  oom]x>nent  part  of  a  regiment,  is  not  within  the  terms  of  the  act 
of  February  15,  1895.  Such  companies  are  clearly  distinguished  by  the 
record  from  the  Provisional  Missouri  Militia  mentioned  in  said  act  and  in 
section  4722,  Revised  Statutes. 

James  L.  Hicks 518 

4.  The  Missouri  Six  Months'  Militia,  the  Enrolled  Missouri  Militia,  class  1  of 
Missouri  Home  Guards,  and  the  provisional  companies.  Enrolled  Missouri 
Militia,  were  never  in  the  Federal  service.  Members  of  the  provisional 
regiments.  Enrolled  Missouri  Militia,  have  pensionable  status  under  section 
4722,  Revised  Statutes. 
Ibid. 
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MINORS. 

Oentrally. 

1.  Minors  of  a  colored  soldier  by  a  woman  to  whom  he  was  joined  only  by  a  slave 

marriage,  and  who  was  not  living  with  him  or  recognized  by  him  as  his  wife 
at  the  time  of  his  enlistment,  are  not  pensionable. 

Minors  of  James  O  raham SSO 

2.  The  child  of  a  colored  soldier  by  a  woman  who  was  not  living  with  him  as  his 

wife  at  the  dafce  of  his  enlistment,  said  soldier  having  died  in  the  service,  is 
not  x>en8ionable  as  a  minor  child  of  said  soldier  nnder  the  provisions  of  sec- 
tion 4705,  Revised  Btatntee,  citing  case  of  minors  of  William  Toller  (7  P.  D., 
545),  reaffirming  ruling  on  api>eal  of  minors  of  Peter  Williams  (2  P.  D., 
888). 

Minors  of  David  Rankin 402 

8.  In  a  claim  by  the  minor  children  of  a  deceased  Indian  soldier  the  fact  that 
their  ages  can  not  be  exactly  determined  is  not  a  sufficient  reason  why  their 
claim  should  be  rejected;  and  the  evidence  in  the  case  enabling  their  ages 
to  be  approximately  ascertained  so  that  a  date  may  be  fixed  by  which  an 
overpayment  of  pension  may  be  avoided,  pension  should  be  allowed;  and  as 
the  years  of  their  respective  births  are  thus  satisfactorily  shown,  the  fink 
day  of  the  year  may  be  taken. 

Minors  of  James  Height 468 

Insane  and  Halpleti  Xinor. 

4.  The  ''insane  idiotic,  or  otherwise  permanently  helpless  minor  child"  provided 

for  under  the  first  proviso  to  section  3  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  refers  to 
a  minor  under  16  years  of  age  at  the  death  of  the  soldier  father,  under  the 
provisions  of  the  amended  section  4702,  Revised  Statutes,  or  who  is  under 
16  years  of  age  at  date  of  filing  application  under  said  section  8  of  said  act 
of  June  27, 1890. 

Catherine,  widow  of  Abraham  Dtibois 4W 

5.  A  declaration  under  section  8  of  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  on  behalf  of  an  alleged 

helpless  child  (at  present  a  copensioner  with  other  minors) ,  for  continuance 
of  pension  to  an  insane,  idiotic,  or  otherwise  permanently  helpless  minor 
filed  prior  to  the  period  when  such  minor  shall  have  attained  the  age  of  16 
years  will  not  be  considered  nor  the  claim  adjudicated  until  such  alleged 
helpless  child  becomes  16  years  of  age.  And  in  the  event  such  continuance 
of  pension  shall  be  g^nted  by  reason  of  permanent  helplessness,  the  same 
will  commence  on  the  day  following  the  termination  of  the  minor*8  jiension 
previously  granted. 

Minor  of  Oeorge  W,  Oood 407 

6.  During  the  life  of  the  widow  pensioner,  not  married,  no  minor  has  any  pension- 

able rights,  and  the  only  allowance  that  can  be  made  on  account  of  a  help- 
less minor  under  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  in  such  a  case  is  the  continuance 
of  the  $2  increase  to  the  widow,  and  she  alone  can  apply  for  and  obtain  it 
Commencement  of  increase  of  a  widow^s  pension  on  account  of  an  insane 
or  helpless  minor  must  be  from  the  date  of  filing  a  proper  application  by  the 
widow,  and  can  not  date  from  the  filing  of  a  power  of  attorney  from  the 
widow. 

Sarah  L.  Zimmerman 429 

7.  The  third  section  of  the  act  of  June  27, 1890.  makes  no  grant  of  a  pension  to 

an  insane,  idiotic,  or  permanently  helpless  child  of  a  deceased  soldier  who  is 
over  the  age  of  16  years,  but  provides  only  for  the  continuance  of  a  pension 
heretofore  granted  or  hereafter  to  be  frranted  to  such  a  minor  child  under 
the  age  of  16  years  or  to  a  mdow  ow  SXa  «cc»!ViuV 

Minors  of  WiXLiam.T,  Pettit ^«t^ 


). 
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The  continiianoe  of  pension  to  a  minor  who  has  been  pensioned  after  he  has 
become  16  years  old  is  based  on  the  fact  that  he  is  **  permanently  helpless." 
The  loss  of  one  leg  does  not  render  a  minor  "permanently  helpless "  in  con- 
templation of  the  statute. 

John  M,  Laughlin  {minor) 53 

The  term  *'x)ermanently  helpless/*  in  the  third  section  of  the  act  of  Jnne  27, 
1890,  is,  in  its  application  to  the  capacity  of  a  minor  to  earn  a  support,  rela- 
tively of  the  same  meaning  as  the  words" insane  "  and  **  idiotic,"  used  in  the 
same  clause. 
Ibid. 

limitatioii — Aet  of  Jvae  87,  1880. 

Held,  Where  pension  granted  to  widow  on  account  of  a  minor  child  of  her 
deceased  husband  has  been  terminated  because  snch  child  had  attained  its 
sixteenth  year,  and  said  child  has  been  continuously  since  reaching  its 
sixteenth  year  insane,  idiotic,  or  otherwise  permanently  helpless,  pension 
may  be  allowed  it  (subject  to  the  right  of  other  minor  children  of  the 
deceased  father  to  participate  with  it  in  such  pension  during  their  minor- 
ity), after  the  termination  of  the  widow's  right  to  pension,  from  the  date 
of  filing  application  therefor  subsequent  to  June  27, 1890,  upon  proof  of  its 
continued  insanity,  idiocy,  or  permanent  helplessness,  the  rate  of  such  pen- 
sion being  determined  by  the  law  xmder  which  original  title  is  taken. 

Minor  of  Joseph  DMn'ow _.  142 

There  is  no  provision  of  law  by  which  a  helpless  or  idiotic  child  who  was  over 
16  years  of  age  at  the  death  of  the  soldier  father  can  be  pensioned. 

Catherine,  widotc  of  Abraham  Dubois 466 

Limitatioa — ^Aet  of  March  8,  1879,  and  Pxior  Lawa 

Where  soldier  dies  leaving  a  widow  and  minor  children  under  the  age  of  16 
years  surviving  him,  such  children  may,  under  section  4702,  Revised  Stat- 
utes, after  attaining  the  age  of  16  years  and  where  the  death  of  their  mother 
occurs  thereafter  without  payment  to  her  of  any  part  of  the  pension,  apply 
in  their  own  right  and  receive  the  same  pension  as  the  father  would  have 
been  entitled  to  had  he  been  totally  disabled,  to  commence  from  the  date  of 
his  death  and  to  continue  until  they  respectively  arrive  at  the  age  of  16 
years. 

Minors  of  Eli  Phipps Ill 

Stepehildren. 

Section  4703,  Revised  Statutes,  applies  to  cases  arising  under  the  act  of  June 
27, 1890,  and  a  widow  pensioner  under  said  act  may  be  paid  $2  per  month 
additional  pension  on  account  of  a  child  of  her  deceased  husband  by  a 
former  wife  during  such  i)eriod  only  as  she  may  be  charged  with  its  main- 
tenance. 

Josie  Ann  Myers  {minor) .._. 32 

Burriving  Xinor. 

Payment  of  pension  to  a  widow  under  the  act  of  Jnne  27, 1890,  is  not  payment 
of  any  part  of  the  pension  provided  for  widows  by  the  **  genenil  law  **  (sec. 
4702,  R.  S.),  and  does  not  debar  the  minor  child  or  children  from  applying 
for  and  receiving  the  ''general  law"  pension  from  the  date  of  the  soldier *s 
death  to  the  date  at  which  the  widow's  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27, 
1890,  conmienced. 

Mi  nor  of  Marion  Rhoton 418 

When  Widow  not  Entitled,  Xuion'  Bights. 

The  minor  children  of  a  deceased  soldier  have  no  title  to  pension  in  their  own 
right  under  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  while  the  widow  of  «.\ic\v  «i^Vd&s3t  Ss^ 
Uting  and  not  remarried,  unless  such  widow  Yiaa  loTl^\\«^\kSst  tvs6dN.\r>\«o- 
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sion  tinder  the  act  of  Angnst  7, 1882,  or  section  4706,  Reviaed  StatnteB,  not- 
withstanding such  widow  married  snch  soldier  sabseqnent  to  the  paange 
of  said  act. 

Minor  of  Lafayette  O.  Howard 280 

See  also  Special  Aot 


1.  Where  in  the  adjudication  of  an  invalid  claim  the  Bnrean  makes  a  mistake  in 
the  nature  of  a  clerical  error,  which  does  not  reqoire  proof  to  establish  that 
fact,  and  it  is  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  Bnrean,  the  OommisBioDer 
should  correct  the  error  as  well  after  as  before  soldier's  death,  and  his  widow 
will  be  paid  all  accrued  pension  due  him. 

James  8,  Lewis 128 


OeaeraUy. 
1.  Under  section  4698,  Revised  Statutes,  muster  into  service  is  not  essential,  bat 
enlistment  and  employment  in  one  or  other  of  the  branches  of  service  named 
in  said  section  are  sufAcient,  and  the  records  herein '  showing  that  this 
claimant  was  enlisted,  received  from  the  (Government  an  outfit  of  clothing, 
etc.,  was  returned  for  discharge,  and  was  honorably  discharged  on  a  snr- 
geon's  certificate  of  disability,  it  is  held  he  is  within  said  section. 

Eliza  Taylor 434 

See  also  Bervioe. 

NAVAL  HOSPITALa 

Vaval  Home  in  Philadelphia  it  a  Vaval  HotpitaL 
1.  The  Naval  Home  in  Philadelphia  is  a  naval  hospital  within  the  meaning  of 
section  4813,  Revised  Statutes,  and  pensions  due  to  inmates  thereof  most, 
under  the  provisions  of  said  section,  be  paid  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy. 
Richard  Etoing 44 

NOTICB. 

EztenfUm  of  Time  Given  in. 
1.  June  13, 1895,  notice  was  given  claimant  to  show  cause  why  his  name  should 
not  be  dropped  from  the  roll.  July  23, 1895,  he  requested  more  time,  stat- 
ing that  he  had  been  unavoidably  delayed  in  procuring  his  evidence.  Hia 
name  was  dropped  from  the  roll  August  1, 1895,  and  on  August  16, 1895,  he 
furnished  the  evidence  promised:  Held,  That  the  case  should  be  reopened 
and  said  evidence  considered. 

Francis  8,  Flint 68 

See  also 

NURSES. 

1.  The  act  of  August  5, 1892,  bestows  a  pensionable  status,  as  far  as  service  ia 
concerned,  upon  those  **  women  who  rendered  actual  service  as  nurses,  in 
attendance  upon  the  sick  or  wounded,  in  any  regimental,  post,  camp,  or 
general  hospital  of  the  armies  of  the  United  States,  for  a  period  of  six 
months,"  provided  such  women  were  employed  by  the  Surgeon-€(eneral  of 
the  United  States  ;  and  failing  to  show  employment  by  said  Surgeon-Gen- 
eral they  must  show  employment  by  '*  authority  which  is  reoognised  by  the 
War  Department.*' 

Marda  Miles 5Q0 
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PA7MXINT  OF  PENSION. 
Tb  Whom  Hade. 

1.  Payment  of  pension  to  the  gnardian  of  a  jwrson  under  legal  diaabUity  is  not 

obligatory,  and  if  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  shall  be  satisfied  that  the 
pensioner's  interests  wonld  be  better  snbserved  by  pajrment  to  the  pensioner 
himself  he  may  so  direct. 

Edward  W,  Moore 400 

2.  Payment  nnder  authority  of  the  act  of  Congress  approved  August  8, 1882 

(now  amended  section  4766,  Revised  Statutes) ,  to  a  wife  or  to  the  guardian 
of  minor  children  of  an  invalid  pensioner  who  is  in  penal  confinement  for 
violation  of  the  laws  is  not  such  a  payment  as  requires  the  possession  or  pro- 
duction of  a  certificate  by  the  beneficiary,  and  payment  may  be  made  to 
such  widow  or  guardian  upon  his  or  her  properly  executed  voucher  showing 
that  the  invalid  pensioner  is  alive  and  in  ];)enal  confinement  and  that  she  or 
minor  child  is  dependent  upon  him. 

Edvxird  Wilson 87 

On  Order  of  CommiMioaer  in  lioa  of  Vow  Certifleato. 
t.  An  order  made  by  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions,  being  within  his  general 
jurisdiction,  and  certified  to  the  pension  agent  instead  of  a  new  certificate, 
is  obligatory  on  the  ];)ension  agent. 

Edward  Wilson 87 

PBNDINO  CLAIM. 
See  Aoornod  Pensioii,  1,  2,  8,  4,  6,  ond  A 

PRACTICE. 
Affidavits  under  Order  889. 

.  The  statement  of  the  afiiant  in  an  affidavit  that  his  testimony  therein  was 

written  or  prepared  for  typewriting  (as  the  case  may  be)  in  his  presence 

and  from  his  oral  declarations  then  made,  and  giving  the  time  when,  place 

where,  and  name  of  jMrson  to  whom  such  declaration  was  made,  and  that 

he  did  not  use  and  was  not  aided  or  prompted  by  any  written  or  printed 

statements  or  recitals  prepared  or  dictated  by  any  other  person  and  not 

attached  as  an  exhibit  to  his  testimony,  must,  under  order  229,  be  written 

and  may  not  be  printed. 

Jacob  Van  Marter 26 

Attonieyi — Inlbnnat  on  to. 
.  It  is  within  the  discretion  of  the  Commissioner  of  Pensions  to  decline  to  indi- 
cate to  an  attorney  wherein  certain  evidence  filed  fails  to  establish  the  fact 
intended.    The  attorney  has  the  right  of  apx>eal  when  the  record  is  complete. 
WiUiam  E,  Seavy 61 

MediMl  Uvision. 
.  When  new  medical  evidence  is  submitted  with  a  view  to  reo];>ening  a  rejected 
claim,  it  is  the  practice  of  the  Bureau  of  Pensions  to  submit  the  same  to  the 
medical  referees  before  refusing  to  reopen,  which  said  practice  is  approved; 
and  where  in  such  a  case  a  former  rejection  has  been  adhered  to  on  medical 
grounds  without  submitting  such  medical  evidence  to  the  medical  referee, 
it  is  error. 

ToUiver  Thompson 390 

Beopening  Claim. 

.  The  deceased  soldier's  invalid  claim  having  been  reopened  for  consideration 

on  its  merits,  the  widow's  claim,  rejected  on  the  ground  that  soldier's  death 

was  not  shown  to  be  due  to  the  service,  should  also  be  reopened  for  further 

adjudication  on  the  evidence  that  may  hereafter  be  adduced  in  both  c\AUfi&, 

Andrew  A,  Watts  {diseased)  and  Mary  M.  l^wdcwd^ "^^ 
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War  Department  Beeordf . 

5.  The  reoord  in  evidence  from  the  War  Department  shoiT^B  claimant  accepted 

into  the  service  by  prox>er  authority  on  December  20,  1864.  He  was  dia- 
charged  April  13,  1865,  and  the  Treasury  record  shows  him  paid  as  private 
up  to  that  date.  The  War  Department  now  states  that  it  has  determined 
that  soldier  was  in  the  service  from  December  20,  1864,  to  February  2, 1865, 
but  it  produces  no  record  or  evidence  corroborative  of  that  conclnsioii: 
Held,  A  claim  can  not  be  adjudicated  upon  alleged  facts  not  in  evidence, 
and  the  War  Department  should  be  requested  to  file  a  record  of  service  de 
novo,  inasmuch  as  its  later  conclusions  are  totally  at  variance  with  the  rec- 
ord found  in  the  case  and  filed  by  said  Department. 

David  H.  Dyer 491 

Defective  Declarations. 

6.  The  action  of  the  Commissioner  in  returning  a  declaration  which  omits  a 

material  averment  is  not  error. 

Rdbina  Weatherwax 454 

Appeals. 

7.  Where,  on  appeal,  the  action  of  the  (Commissioner  of  Pensions  is  reversed  nnd 

the  claim  remanded  for  special  examination,  the  mission  of  the  appeal  is 
fulfilled;  and  when  such  examination  has  been  completed  the  claim  shoxild 
be  adjudicated  in  the  Pension  Bureau,  and  will  not  again  be  considered  by 
the  Department  until  an  appeal  shall  have  been  taken  from  snch  final  adju- 
dication by  the  Commissioner. 

Marion  Brock 4W 

A4jtidicating  Offioen. 

8.  In  adjudicating  a  widow's  claim  under  the  general  law  the  legal  reviewer 

should  state  from  what  disabling  causes,  if  any,  soldier  suffered  which  are 
accepted  as  due  to  his  military  service;  and  the  question  as  to  whether  the 
death  cause  had  any  pathological  connection  therewith  should  be  submitted 
to  the  medical  referee.  The  statement  by  the  legal  reviewer  that  *'tfae 
cause  of  soldier's  death  can  not  be  traced  to  his  military  service  '*  can  not 
be  accepted  as  a  proper  adjudication  of  the  claim. 

Lydia  A.  Oreen 444 

Ho  BataUe  Diiability,  Coven  What. 

0.  The  words  **  no  ratable  degree  of  disability  shown,"  occurring  in  a  rejection 

of  a  claim,  cover  all  disabling  causes  that  are  the  result  of  an  alleged  dis- 
ability. 

John  C.  Mohrstadt 413 

See  also  Face  Brief. 

RATINO. 

Generally — Poven  of  Commissioner. 

1.  The  Commissioner  of  Pensions  is  not  bound  by  the  opinion  of  the  medical  ref- 

eree or  the  boards  of  examining  surgeons.  The  final  rating  of  a  claim  is  not 
the  act  of  the  medical  referee,  it  is  the  act  of  the  Commissioner  of  Pen- 
sions, who  bases  his  findings  upon  aU  the  evidence  in  the  case,  using,  as  a 
means  to  that  end,  all  of  the  various  agencies  placed  at  his  disposal  bylaw, 
potent  among  which  are  the  facts  and  opinions  of  the  boards  of  examining 
surgeons  and  the  judgment  of  the  medical  referee  after  that  official  has 
reviewed  the  medical  evidence  €w  required  by  law. 

Samud  Hook 367 
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Widow's  PemioiL 
2.  The  rate  of  widow's  pension  provided  for  in  section  4730  and  4731,  Revised 
Statutes,  is,  by  the  provisions  of  section  4712,  Revised  Statutes,  fixed  by  the 
provisions  of  section  4702  and  section  4695  at  the  rate  that  her  husband 
would  have  been  entitled  to  receive  for  '* total  disability,"  and  the  term 
*'  total  disability"  named  in  the  various  sections  refers  to  the  **  total  dis- 
ability" for  which  section  4695  fixes  the  maximum  rates. 

Sarah  J.  Paynter 16 

See  also  BestoratioiiL 

REDUCTION. 

When  Proper,  Genendly. 
1.  Pension  having  been  reduced  from  $12  to  |8  per  month,  without  a  medical 
examination  being  held  for  more  than  three  years,  it  is  held  that  the  action 
was  error,  and  claim  should  be  reopened  and  pensioner  be  allowed  the  bene- 
fit of  another  medical  examination. 

WiUiamL.  Hulse 849 

See  also  Bas  a^judieate. 


Payment  fhrongh  Error  of  Judgment  in  Peniion  Office. 

1.  Pension  was  allowed  in  this  case  under  the  general  law,  upon  an  erroneous 

judgment  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  evidence  of  the  contributions  of  soldier, 
and  when  additional  evidence  was  filed  showing  that  no  contributions  had 
been  made,  the  pensioner's  name  was  dropped  from  the  rolls.  There  was 
no  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  pensioner  in  procuring  the  jiension,  nor  mistake 
of  fact  in  its  allowance,  but  there  was  failure  to  ascertain  a  fact;  and  when 
];)ension  was  allowed  to  her  under  act  of  June  27, 1890,  it  was  error  to  with- 
hold such  pension  to  reimburse  the  Government  for  the  amount  paid  by 
reason  of  the  former  erroneous  judgment.  That  action  should  be  rescinded. 
MaryChryst 242 

2.  Where  pension  has  been  allowed  in  ignorance  of  some  fact  which,  when 

brought  to  light,  results  in  the  pensioner's  name  being  dropped  from  the 
roll,  and  it  apjiears  that  the  failure  to  ascertain  such  fact  before  allowance 
was  not  due  to  any  fraudulent  concealment  on  the  part  of  the  claimant,  but 
to  a  want  of  proi>er  diligence  on  the  i>art  of  the  officials  of  the  Pension 
Bureau,  and  the  fact  referred  to  when  ascertained  does  not  necessarily  or 
certainly  establish  error  in  the  aUowance,  the  erroneousness  of  such  action 
being  only  a  matter  of  opinion  or  judgment:  Held,  That  there  was  not 
such  a  **  mistake  of  fact  **  as  will  warrant  the  Bureau  in  withholding  pay- 
ment of  pension  due  under  another  claim  in  order  to  recover  the  amount 
paid  on  the  former  allowance. 

Alexander  C.  F,  Knoop 485 

8.  The  original  testimony  in  this  case,  ui)on  which  pension  was  allowed,  being 
discrepant  rather  than  false  in  any  material  particular,  the  payments  made 
under  such  allowance  can  not  be  recovered  from  pension  subsequently 
allowed  under  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  such  allowance  being  an  error  of 
judgment  based  on  insufficient  evidence  and  failure  to  require  more  evi- 
dence, for  which  the  pensioner  should  not  be  held  responsible.  Overruling 
to  this  extent  former  decision  of  August  26, 1891,  and  citing  Mary  Chrvst, 
8  P.  D.,  242. 

Jfoses  Klein «^^ 
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Through  Xiftaka. 

4.  Where  pension  was  originally  and  erroneonflly  allowed  claimant  at  the  rate  of 

a  second  lieutenant,  and  snbeeqnently  a  reissue  was  made  to  correct  rate 
and  error  as  to  rank,  the  fact  being  that  he  was,  at  the  time  of  the  disabil- 
ity was  incurred,  a  sergeant,  it  is  proper  to  withhold  the  accruing  penson 
to  offset  overpayment  on  account  of  said  error,  the  same  being  the  reaolt  of 
a  mistake  of  fact,  and  not  an  error  of  judgment  on  the  evidence. 

James  M,  MaraJuxU 895 

dexioal  Error. 

5.  When,  by  reason  of  a  clerical  error,  the  rate  of  pension  was  made  greater  than 

pensioner  had  been  adjudged  entitled  to,  the  reduction  of  the  rate  to  the  cor 
rect  amount  was  proper,  and  the  right  of  the  GK>vemment  in  such  cases  to 
withhold  all  pension  until  reimbursed  for  overpayments  is  well  settled. 

ArtemusJ,  Steenberge 145 

Fraud  of  Peniioner. 

6.  The  claimant,  prior  to  the  allowance  of  i>ension  for  yentral  htsmia.  stated  that 

he  had  a  lump  or  tumor  on  his  abdomen  prior  to  enlistment,  and  the  Bureau, 
after  special  examination,  decided  that  said  lump  or  tumor  was  not  a  hernia, 
but  subsequently,  after  further  investigation,  reversed  its  former  decision 
and  terminated  such  pension:  Hddt  That  the  facts  do  not  justify  impntmg 
fraud  to  the  claimant,  and  the  withholding  of  current  pension  due  him  for 
another  disability  in  order  to  recover  the  amount  paid  for  hernia  was 
erroneous. 

Norman  Davis 388 

RBJBCTBD  RECRUIT. 

See  Bervioe. 


I 


ITnder  Aot  of  June  27, 1890— Widows. 

1.  The  widow  of  a  soldier  who  again  married  before  the  passage  of  the  act  of 

June  27, 1890,  has  no  title  to  ];)ension  under  said  act. 

Ann  Smith 187 

Under  Aet  of  July  27, 1892. 

2.  The  remarriage  of  the  widow  of  an  officer  or  enlisted  man  who  served  in  the 

Indian  war  excludes  her  from  the  benefits  provided  by  the  act  of  July  27. 
1892,  notwithstanding  the  dissolution  of  such  marriage  by  a  decree  of 
divorce  entered  into  prior  to  the  passage  of  said  act. 

Margaret  A.  L.  Hinton  (widow) 65 

RBS  ADJUDICATA. 

Osnsrally. 

1.  Neither  the  doctrine^f  res  ad  judicata  nor  stare  decisis  is  strictly  applicable  to 

pension  cases,  and  when  adopted  by  the  Department  simply  becomes  a  rule 
which  each  administration  prescribes  for  itself  as  a  matter  of  policy  or  con- 
venience, and  may  be  waived,  suspeaded,  or  ignored,  as  justice,  policy,  or 
convenience  requires. 

Mary  E.  Eastridge 5 

Ho  BoeoniideratiQii  on  Same  Faeta. 

2.  The  Department  declines  to  disturb  a  departmental  decision  made  by  a  former 

administration  when  the  decision  was  based  ui)on  all  the  facts  appearing  in 
the  case  which  were  necessary  to  be  considered  in  determining  the  queftion 
at  issue. 

Oeorge  W.  Amo% - ^^ 
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Afl  to  Disability  and 

3.  It  is  a  well-established  rule  of  the  Depai*tment  not  to  increase  or  rednce  rates 
of  pension  long  since  allowed  and  accepted  where  the  propriety  of  the  action 
appealed  from  is  a  matter  of  opinion  merely  and  a  manifest  indispntAble 
error  in  the  rating  can  not  be  shown. 

James  M.  Marshall .- 395 


• 


RESTORATION. 

Under  Seotum  4719,  Bevised  Btatntei . 

1.  Under  section  4719«  Revised  Statutes,  evidence  of  a  medical  character  as  to 

continuance  of  disability  is  an  absolute  necessity  in  establishing  a  claim 
for  restoration  if  claimant  was  originally  not  exempt  from  biennial  examina- 
tion. 

MarkQ,  Campbell 208 

2.  The  alleged  loss  of  pension  certificate  and  discharge  papers  in  1882  is  not  a 

satisfactory  explanation  of  failure  to  claim  pension  from  1870  to  1889. 
Ibid, 

Bating. 

3.  Upon  the  restoration  to  the  pension  roll  of  a  name  unlawfully  dropped  there- 

from, a  reduction  of  the  rate  of  pension  for  the  period  during  which  the 
same  was  so  unlawfully  withheld  is  error,  unless  it  be  clearly  shown  that 
the  disability  during  the  period  in  question  did  not  entitle  pensioner  to  the 
rate  formerly  allowed. 

WaiiamB.  Walton 19 

Adjudication  of  Claim. 

4.  The  adjudication  of  a  claim  for  restoration  to  a  rate  from  which  claimant  had 

been  reduced  as  a  claim  for  increase  is  error. 

Thomas  Mallon 208 

Under  Aot  of  June  27,  1890 — ^DedarationB. 

5.  Pension  was  granted  under  the  act  of  June  27, 1890,  and  subsequently  pen- 

sioner's name  was  dropped  from  the  rolls.  In  a  claim  for  restoration  he 
failed  to  state  that  he  had  served  ninety  days  and  received  an  honorable 
discharge:  Held,  as  sufficient  data  were  furnished  in  the  declaration  to 
establish  claimant's  identity,  that  he  claimed  restoration  on  account  of  the 
same  causes  of  disability  and  that  the  omission  had  been  supplied  in  his 
original  declaration,  which  was  a  part  of  the  record  history  of  the  case,  the 
declaration  should  be  accepted  as  sufficient. 

Theodore  Chircaden 204 

RETIRISD  OFFICERS. 

Under  Acts  of  Angnst  29,  1890,  and  March  8,  1891. 
1.  Officers  or  soldiers  on  the  active  or  retired  list  are  not  entitled  to  pension. 

JohnPulford 380 


Evidence  of. 
1,  The  rejection  of  this  claim  for  service  pension  under  the  act  of  March  9,  1878, 
is  affirmed,  there  being  no  record  or  other  sufficient  evidence  that  claimant 
rendered  the  required  service  of  **  fourteen  days  in  the  war  with  Great 
Britain  in  1812 '^  as  a  substitute. 

William  Young - ^^ 

P.  D.—VOL.  S 37 
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2.  The  report  of  the  War  Department  showing  that  the  Hawkins-Taylor  com- 

mission credited  claimant  with  but  two  months'  (sixty-one  days)  service 
during  the  war  of  the  rebellion  is  conclusive  of  the  question  of  servioe  in 
this  case.  Snch  service  having  been  less  than  ninety  days,  his  claim  under 
the  second  section  of  the  act  of  June  37, 1890,  was  properly  rejected  on  that 
ground. 

Phillip  John _ 64 

3.  The  report  of  the  Hawkins-Taylor  commission  is  final  as  to  length  of  a  sol- 

dier's service  in  cases  arising  under  the  act  of  March  25,  1862. 

James  L.  Hicks 518 

4.  Claimant  entered  the  service  in  the  place  of  his  brother  and  assumed  his 

brother's  name,  serving  more  than  thirty  days.  The  record  of  the  War 
Department  shows  that  he  was  accepted  into  the  service  in  the  manner 
specified,  and  that  his  service  is  regarded  by  that  Department  as  separate 
and  distinct  from  that  of  the  principal  (his  brother),  and  as  having  been 
entered  upon  under  an  implied  contract  equivalent  to  an  enlistment  and 
muster  into  the  service  of  the  United  States:  Held,  That  his  service  meets 
the  requirements  of  the  statute  and  he  is  entitled  to  ];>ension  thereunder. 
James  M.  Oriffln 57 

Length  of  Service. 

5.  When  it  is  shown  that  a  soldier,  on  account  of  whose  service  pension  under 

the  act  of  January  29, 1887,  is  claimed,  did  not  serve  for  a  period  of  sixty 
days  in  Mexico,  en  route  thereto,  nor  on  the  coast  or  frontier  thereof,  the 
fact  that  a  bounty-land  warrant  had  been  issued  to  him  for  such  service 
does  not  establish  a  pensionable  service  under  said  act. 

Julia  B,  Hollywood  {widow) 106 

6.  Soldier  was  granted  bounty  land  in  1851  on  the  ground  that  he  had  ''actually 

served  one  month,''  and  was  allowed  pension  under  the  act  of  July  27, 1892, 
on  the  ground  that  he  served  thirty  days  in  the  Creek  Indian  war.  The 
records  show  that  he  was  enlisted  and  mustered  in  at  Columbus,  Ga.,  Jnne 
9,  1836,  and  mustered  out  with  the  company  at  the  same  p?ace,  July  7, 1836, 
and  was  allowed  twelve  days'  travel  pay — six  from  his  home  to  the  place  of 
rendezvous  and  six  from  place  of  rendezvous  to  his  home.  His  widows 
claim  was  rejected  on  the  ground  of  insufficient  service:  Held  (1),  That 
under  section  4701,  Revised  Statutes,  the  soldier's  service  for  pensionable 
purposes  did  not  necessarily  end  at  date  of  muster  out,  but  continued  until 
the  disbandment  of  the  organization;  (2)  that  the  soldier's  right  to  pension 
having  been  conceded  and  no  question  in  regard  thereto  having  been  raised 
during  his  lifetime,  the  burden  of  proof  is  on  the  Gk>vemment  when  it  sets 
up  the  plea  of  insufficient  service  against  the  widow's  claim;  (3)  that  it  has 
not  been  proved  that  soldier  did  not  serve  thirty  days. 

Margaret  M,  Swann 14J> 

7.  In  computing  the  length  of  service  to  entitle  soldier  to  pension,  this  Depart- 

ment accepts  the  records  of  the  War  Department  as  conclusive. 

Cassie  Thompson 67 

8.  The  provisions  of  section  2433,  Revised  Statutes,  are  not  applicable  to  the  pen- 

sion law  of  June  27, 1890.  in  ascertaining  the  length  of  service  named  in 
sections  2  and  3  of  the  act  where  the  records  of  the  War  Department  show 
the  term  of  service. 
Ibid, 
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9.  The  length  of  service  to  entitle  soldier  to  pension  nnder  act  of  Jnne  27, 1890,  is 
ninety  days  or  more. 
Ilnd, 

War  with  Mexico. 

10.  Travel  from  place  of  enlistment  to  and  garrison  duty  performed  at  Fort  Gib- 

son, Ind.  T.,  during  the  war  with  Mexico  were  not  such  service  in  said  war 
as  was  contemplated  by  the  act  of  January  29,  1887,  to  give  title  to  pension 
under  said  act. 

Julia  B.  Hollywood 106 

11.  Claimant's  regiment  was  called  into  the  service  during  the  war  with  Mexico 

for  the  purpose  of  protecting  the  United  States  trains  on  the  Sante  Fe  route 
and  to  punish  the  Indians  who  had  attacked  those  trains,  and  claimant's 
service  in  said  command  was  all  rendered  at  Fort  Leavenworth,  Kans., 
Independence,  Mo.,  on  the  Sante  Fe  road  near  Fort  Burt.  Fort  Mann,  on  the 
Arkansas  River,  Walnut  Creek,  and  Council  Grove,  and  not  in  Mexico,  on 
the  coasts  or  frontier  thereof,  nor  en  route  thereto,  and  he  is  not,  therefore, 
pensionable  as  a  survivor  of  the  Mexican  war  under  the  act  of  January  29, 
1887. 

Anton  Brunz.  _ 844 

Additional  PaymaiterB. 

12.  The  widow  of  ao  additional  paymaster  is  x>ensionable  under  section  3,  act  of 

June  27,  1890. 

Marcia  M,  Rhodes 99 

Civilian  Employeiw  and  Honenliited  Men. 
.3.  A  pilot  serving  on  a  vessel  of  the  Navy  is  not  an  officer  nor  enlisted  man,  and 
neither  is  he  nor  his  widow  entitled  to  pension  under  the  act  of  June  27, 1890. 
■  Stmannahy  widow  of  Francis  Mackey 535 

14.  The  third  paragraph  of  section  4693,  Revised  Statutes,  specially  provides  pen- 

sion for  nonenlisted  men  wounded  or  injured  in  a  battle  or  other  temporary 
service,  upon  the  condition  that  the  claim  for  pension  be  filed  and  success- 
fully prosecuted  prior  to  July  4,  1874. 
Ibid. 

15.  A  claimant  who  is  pensioned  for  disability  incurred  in  the  service  and  line  of 

duty  is  not  entitled  to  additional  pension  on  account  of  a  wound  received 
after  his  discharge  from  the  service  while  arresting  a  deserter,  though  act- 
ing under  written  orders  from  an  acting  provost-marshal,  for  the  reason 
that  he  was  not  at  the  time  of  receiving  said  wound  an  officer  or  enlisted 
man  in  the  Army,  Navy,  or  Marine  Corps,  nor  a  provost-marshal,  deputy 
provost-marshal,  or  enrolling  officer. 

Samuel  McCann 286 

16.  Enrolling  officers  who  served  during  the  war  of  the  rebellion  are  regarded  as 

having  been  employed  in  the  civil  branch  of  the  service,  and  are  not 
included  within  the  terms  of  section  2  of  the  act  of  June  27, 1890. 

James  M.  Barnes 94 

Contraot  and  Ciril  Bnigooni. 

17.  A  contract  surgeon  is  not  pensionable  under  the  act  of  June  27, 1890.    Case  of 

Richard  Mace,  5  P.  D.,  16,  is  overruled  in  so  far  as  it  indicates  a  contrary 
opinion. 

Annie  E.  Fete ^^ 
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Drafted  Men  and  Subititatei. 

18.  When  a  drafted  man  or  sabstitnte  was  examined  and  accepted  by  a  board  of 

enrollment  in  the  draft  district,  under  the  draft  act  of  1863,  he  was  in  tiie 
United  States  service  nntil  discharged  as  any  other  soldier  might  be. 
Appellant  s  husband,  the  soldier,  was  a  substitute  accepted  by  the  board  of 
enrollment  of  the  Sixth  district  of  Indiana  and  mustered  into  the  service  of 
the  United  States  by  the  provost-marshal  of  said  district  September  26, 1864, 
was  sent  to  the  general  draft  rendezvous  at  Indianapolis,  Ind.,  again  exam- 
ined by  a  board  of  inspectors,  rejected,  and  discharged  from  the  service 
January  20,  1865,  upon  a  surgeon's  certificate  to  the  effect  that  disability 
existed  at  enlistment.  It  is  held  upon  the  opinion  of  the  Judge- Advocate- 
General  of  the  Army  that  said  soldier  was  in  the  service  of  the  United 
States  from  the  date  of  his  acceptance  by  the  board  of  enrollment  to  date 
of  his  discharge  for  disability. 

Elizabeth  H,  Poland _ 966 

Bejeoted  Becmit 

19.  The  War  Department  reports  that  soldier,  a  private  recruit  of  Company  L. 

Second  New  York  Heavy  Artillery,  was  enrolled  December  14,  1863,  in 
Warren  County,  N.  Y. ,  for  three  years,  and  was  reported  on  roll  for  January 
and  Fe'  ruary,  1864,  present  sick,  and  that  he  was  rejected  by  a  board  of 
examination,  and  discharged  by  order  Major-G^eneral  Auger,  commanding 
the  Department  of  Washington,  March  25, 1864,  on  a  surgeon's  certificate 
of  disability  on  account  of  incipient  phthisis. 
Held:  That  a  prima  facie  case  of  enlistment  and  service  haa  been  established, 
and  that  his  claim  should  be  opened  and  further  evidence  taken  to  determine 
the  true  status  of  soldier  and  his  company. 

Minors  of  WilliamD,  Pickens 256 

War  Yessela. 

20.  A  pilot  who  served  upon  a  war  vessel  of  the  United  States  during  the  late  civil 

war  is  not  required  to  show  enlistment  or  muster  into  the  United  States 
military  or  naval  service  to  entitle  him  to  pension  for  disability  due  to 
wounds  or  injury  received  in  the  line  of  duty  as  a  civilian  employee  as  such 
pilot. 

Charles  A.  Kilhum 233 

Under  Act  of  Karch  25,  1862. 

21.  Claimant  s  husband  was  appointed  a  second  lieutenant  of  engineers  in  July, 

1861,  by  General  Fremont,  commanding  the  Department  of  the  West,  and 
was  continued  in  the  service  as  of  the  rank  of  first  lieutenant  by  General 
Halleck,  and  served  as  topographical  engineer  on  the  staff  of  Generals  Fre- 
mont and  Halleck,  and  was  paid  as  such  until  the  acceptance  of  his  resigna- 
tion in  August,  1862.  It  is  held  that  under  the  act  of  March  25, 1862,  he  was 
regularly  in  the  service  of  the  United  States  as  an  officer  of  the  Army,  u 
contemplated  by  sections  4692  and  4693,  Revised  Statutes. 

MaryC.  Abry 846 

See  also  War  Yeeaela ;  Miuter. 

SPECIAL  ACT. 

Bpedal  Act  to  Widow  doee  not  Include  Minors  on  her  Death. 
1 .  The  fact  that  the  alleged  widow  of  the  soldier  was  pensioned  by  special  act  of 
Congress  and  the  certificate  include<l  pension  for  herself  and  her  minor  chil- 
dren does  not  confer  title  upon  said  children  to  a  continuance  of  such  pen- 
sion to  them  after  her  death,  the  special  act  having  reference  only  to  title 
in  said  alleged  widow. 

Minors  of  Hartwell  Trickey - ^ 


INDEX  TO  DECISIONS.  681 

ST7BSTITUTB. 

See  Bervioe,  18. 

-WAR  VESSELS. 

The  transport  Minnehaha  was  under  charter  by  the  Quartermaster's  Department, 

and  the  crew  was  secured  and  paid  by  the  owners  of  the  vessel.    Claimant's 

service  thereon  was  not  as  an  enlisted  man  in  the  military  or  naval  service 

of  the  United  States,  and  he  did  not  render  service  on  a  gunboat  or  war 

vessel  of  the  United  States,  and  has  no  title  to  pension  under  existing  law. 

WilliamKvans 420  " 

See  also  Service,  80. 

"WIDCWS. 

Title  on  Aooonnt  of  Ante-Bebellion  Service. 

The  law  makes  a  distinction  between  widows  of  sailors  and  widows  of  soldiers, 
the  latter  being  pensionable  if  the  soldier  died  of  disease  contracted  in  some 
war  prior  to  March  4,  1861 ,  while  the  former  are  pensionable  only  when  the 
sailor  died  in  the  service. 

Mary  Kelley  (tvidoiv) ._ 382 

Under  Act  of  June  27,  1890. 

Section  8  of  the  act  of  June  27,  1890,  pensions  a  condition.  The  right  of  a 
widow  to  a  pension  under  said  act  must  be  determined  by  her  condition  at 
the  time  she  seeks  to  establish  her  right;  it  is  in  no  way  dependent  upon  or 
connected  with  her  previous  condition. 

Franee'i  Kendall _ 197 

Soldier's  life  was  insured  for  $2,500,  which  amount  the  widow  received  about 
two  months  after  filing  her  application  for  pension  under  the  act  of  June 
27, 1890,  and  speedily  squandered,  since  when  she  has  been  in  destitute  cir- 
cumstances: Held,  That  she  is  entitled  to  receive  pension  from  the  date  of 
her  application,  deducting  the  period  during  which  she  possessed  means  of 
support  independent  of  her  labor. 

Margaret  O'Neill 333 

.  A  widow  possessed  of  a  principal  sum  of  $3,200,  from  which  she  derives  an 
income  of  $23  monthly,  is  not  within  the  terms  of  the  third  section  of  the 
act  of  June  27, 1890. 

Abigail  Z^iern 428 

.  A  widow  of  a  soldier  who  is  in  receipt  of  a  gross  income  of  $700  from  her 
husband's  estate,  which  is  assessed  at  $3,535,  is  not  **  without  other  means 
of  support  than  her  daily  labor  **  within  the  meaning  of  section  3  of  the  act 
of  June  27,  1890,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  her  net  income  is  but  $200  -jper 
annum.  The  fact  that  soldier  left  five  minor  children  under  16  years  of  age 
does  not  entitle  his  widow  to  a  pension  under  section  3  of  the  act  of  June  27, 
1890,  if  she  is  not  *'  without  other  means  of  support  than  her  daily  labor." 
Mary  E.  Stuart _ 355 

,  A  widow  who  owns  388  acres  of  land,  the  assessed  valuation  of  which  is 

$2,475,  and  which  is  encumbered  by  a  mortgage  for  $200,  and  whose  other 

indebtedness  amounts  to  $.50,  is  not  ''without  other  means  of  support  than 

her  daily  labor"  within  the  meaning  of  section  3  of  the  act  of  June  27, 1890. 

A nn  F,  Pinckley _  446 

.  A  widow  in  possession  of  real  and  personal  unencumbered  property  assessed 
at  $3,620  is  not  '* without  other  means  of  support  than  her  daily  labor" 
within  the  meaning  of  section  3  of  the  act  of  June  27, 1890. 

Angeline  M.  Bishop ^RTV 
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